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SENATE—Tuesday, December 18, 2001 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable E. 

BENJAMIN NELSON, a Senator from the 

State of Nebraska. 

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 

Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Gracious God, You have revealed in 

Scripture, through the generations, 

and in our own experience, that You 

pour out Your power when there is 

unity, mutual esteem, and affirmation 

for the oneness of our patriotism. Bless 

us with Your Spirit so that we may dis-

agree without being disagreeable, share 

our convictions without being conten-

tious, and lift up truth without putting 

anyone down. Help us to seek to con-

vince without coercion, persuade with-

out pressure, motivate without manip-

ulation. May we trust You unre-

servedly and encourage each other un-

selfishly.

God, bless America, beginning with 

these Senators on whom You have 

placed so much responsibility and from 

whom the people expect so much. You 

have brought them to this Senate at 

this time, not only for what You want 

to do through them in leading this Na-

tion but also for what You intend to 

exemplify to the Nation in the way 

they live and work together. In the 

name of our Lord. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable E. BENJAMIN NELSON

led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 

indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will please read a communication 

to the Senate from the President pro 

tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-

lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE,

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, DC, December 18, 2001. 

To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable E. BENJAMIN NELSON,

a Senator from the State of Nebraska, to 

perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD,

President pro tempore. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska thereupon 

assumed the chair as Acting President 

pro tempore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 

MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Nevada is rec-

ognized.

f 

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this morn-

ing the Senate will resume consider-

ation of the ESEA conference report 

with 2 hours and 30 minutes of debate 

prior to the 12 noon rollcall vote on the 

conference report. 

Following this vote, we hope to have 

a vote on cloture on the substitute 

amendment to the farm bill. 

There will be a recess following the 

cloture vote for the weekly party con-

ferences.

Additional rollcall votes are expected 

as the Senate continues to work on the 

farm bill. 

It goes without saying that we hope 

this is our last week here before the 

first of the year. 

We expect other votes throughout 

the day on the farm bill. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 

leadership time is reserved. 

f 

NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT OF 

2001—CONFERENCE REPORT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 

Senate will now resume consideration 

of the conference report to accompany 

H.R. 1. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 

amendment of the Senate to the bill, H.R. 1, 

to close the achievement gap with account-

ability, flexibility, and choice, so that no 

child is left behind, having met, have agreed 

the House recede from its disagreement to 

the amendment of the Senate and agree to 

the same with an amendment, and the Sen-

ate agree to the same, signed by a majority 

of the conferees on the part of both Houses. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, there 

will now be 21⁄2 hours of debate on the 

conference report with 2 hours to be 

equally divided and controlled between 

the chairman and ranking member or 

their designees for 15 minutes each for 

Senators WELLSTONE and JEFFORDS.

Who yields time? 

The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I rise 

to talk for a few minutes about the bill 

before us today—the reauthorization of 

the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act. 
First of all, I would like to commend 

the members of the conference com-

mittee who worked for months to reach 

a final agreement. 
In Congress, you very rarely get ex-

actly what you want, and in this bill I 

think both sides reached a good com-

promise that will help our children and 

our schools. 
I have 9 kids and 35 grandkids, and I 

know exactly how important education 

is.
I know how crucial it is for children 

to be challenged and encouraged at 

school. It is one of the most important 

elements of their development. 
Every child in America deserves a 

good education, and the President is 

exactly right when he says no child 

should be left behind. This bill takes a 

big step in that direction. 
It provides increased flexibility of 

funds, accountability for student 

achievement and more options for par-

ents. It is a win-win-win bill for stu-

dents, parents and schools. 
First, the bill gives new options to 

kids who have been trapped year after 

year in failing schools. 
Schools that do not make adequate 

yearly progress will face increasingly 

stiff penalties. For example, students 

trapped in failing schools will be al-

lowed to transfer to another public 

school.
Personally, I would have preferred 

giving children and their parents even 

more options and given them the 

choice of going to a private or religious 

school as well. But there is no doubt 

the legislation represents a definite 

improvement over current law. 
If a school continues to fail on a 

long-term basis, students will receive 

money for supplemental services like 

tutoring or an after-school program. 
Also, I am very pleased the final 

version of this bill allows supplemental 

services to be provided by public, pri-

vate or faith-based organizations. This 

could be especially important in small-

er communities that offer fewer op-

tions to kids. 
Furthermore, the bill provides that 

schools that continue to fail students 

can be completely restructured. 
This means they could be taken over 

by the states or incompetent staff 

could be fired. 
I know this is drastic. No one wants 

to see anything like this happen. But if 

it’s a choice between helping the kids 

or protecting a failing school, the 

choice is clear. 
Second, this bill provides states and 

school districts greater flexibility with 

federal education dollars. 
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For years, many of us have argued we 

need to preserve local control over edu-

cation and guard against a bigger fed-

eral bureaucracy. 
It is the local school board and state 

education officials who know better 

than anyone in Washington what works 

in their communities, and this bill rep-

resents a fundamental shift toward bet-

ter education policy. 
For instance, the legislation before 

us allows every local school district 

and state to transfer certain federal 

funds among a variety of programs, 

along with establishing a local 

Straight A’s program which will be 

available for 150 school districts na-

tionwide.
Straight A’s is a great idea that ac-

tually lets the local officials direct fed-

eral money to their most pressing 

needs, whether it be hiring more teach-

ers or buying new books, in exchange 

for meeting certain performance goals. 
I hope many schools in Kentucky 

take advantage of these new opportuni-

ties.
If you think about it, we trust our 

local school officials with our children 

every day. But more and more, we have 

not been trusting them to know best 

how to spend education dollars. That 

does not make any sense to me and 

now that is going to change. 
This bill also consolidates some ex-

isting funding for class size reduction 

and professional development to give 

schools more options in improving 

teacher quality. 
Under the legislation, schools will 

have the ability to help teachers do 

their jobs better, whether it is reducing 

class size, providing training or re-

cruiting new teachers. 
We all know good teachers are one of 

the keys to a good education. Now 

school officials are going to have more 

tools at their disposal to help teachers 

do their job. 
I have always said teachers have one 

of the hardest, most important jobs in 

the world, and too often they do not 

get the credit they deserve. I hope that 

starts to change. 
I am also glad this bill contains the 

important Troops to Teachers Pro-

gram. There are no better role models 

for kids than men and women who have 

sacrificed for our country. The con-

ference report is going to continue this 

program.
Along that same line, the legislation 

also requires schools to give military 

recruiters the same access to high 

school students as job recruiters. 
Since September 11, there has been a 

newfound appreciation by many for our 

military. I hope many of our young 

people who feel called to serve their 

country will take advantage of the ben-

efits the armed services can provide. 
Finally, I realize some are concerned 

funding for the Individuals With Dis-

abilities Education Act was not in-

cluded in this bill. This is an important 

program. I have long supported in-
creasing funding for IDEA and for the 
Federal Government living up to its 
commitment of full funding at 40 per-
cent.

In fact, under a Republican con-
trolled Congress, IDEA funding has vir-
tually tripled from 1994 to 2001. Al-
though we still have not met our goal 
and have a long way to go to fully fund 
this program, I am looking forward to 
working with my colleagues on reau-
thorizing IDEA next year. 

In conclusion, the bill we have before 
us is a good proposal. It is not perfect, 
but there is no doubt about it, it rep-
resents a clear improvement over cur-
rent law. I believe our children, our Na-
tion, and our schools will benefit from 
it. I look forward to voting for this bill, 
and I urge my colleagues to do the 
same.

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, a 

year ago this week, in Texas, I joined 
several colleagues as the then-chair-
man of the Senate Education Com-
mittee and met with President-elect 

Bush to discuss education reform. 
It is interesting to note that the 

meeting occurred in Texas, the home of 

the current President, and the home of 

our 36th President, Lyndon Johnson, 

who, in 1965, signed into law the origi-

nal Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act. 
As we emerged from last year’s Aus-

tin meeting, we made a bipartisan com-

mitment to write and pass an edu-

cation reform bill that would raise 

school accountability and improve stu-

dent achievement. 
With the projection of budget sur-

pluses for as far as the eye could see, it 

appeared that we would not only set in 

motion innovative reforms, but we 

would also match those reforms with 

new monetary investments. 
It has been 362 days since we left that 

optimistic Austin meeting, and the sce-

nario has dramatically changed. We are 

not only facing a very different eco-

nomic reality, but we also have an ad-

ministration in place that does not 

support the funding needed to success-

fully carry out its own education re-

form initiative. 
There is no question that we need to 

improve our Nation’s schools. Results 

from the recently released National As-

sessment of Educational Progress show 

that only 1 in 5—that is only 1 in 5—of 

this country’s high school seniors are 

proficient in math and science, and 

only 2 in 5 are proficient in reading. 
Further, the Third International 

Mathematics and Science Study shows 

that performance in math and science 

by U.S. students declines relative to 

that of students in other nations as 

students move through the grades of 

our school system. 
Another startling statistic is that al-

most half of all adults have either 

dropped out of high school or have not 
pursued any type of post-secondary 
education.

Last year, we had to again raise the 
cap on the number of H–1B visas be-
cause this Nation is lacking the skilled 
employees necessary to meet the work-
force demands of the high-tech and 
health care industries. That is insult-
ing.

I commend the President and the 
chairmen and ranking members of the 
House and Senate Education Commit-
tees for creating legislation specifi-
cally mandating that States and 
schools must significantly improve 
performance.

The bill before us imposes very strict 
mandates on our schools, requiring 
States to separate achievement data by 
race, gender, and other subgroups to 
better identify those students having 
academic difficulties. This is a very 
worthy goal and one which I fully sup-
port.

However, I fear that this bill, with-
out the sufficient resources, will mere-
ly highlight our shortcomings. I fear it 
will not provide the assistance—both 
financial and technical—that schools 
will need to meet the goal of having 
every student reach their full academic 
potential.

Educational budgets throughout this 
Nation are facing severe cuts due, in 
part, to the recent economic downturn, 
but also due to the high costs associ-
ated with providing students with dis-
abilities special education services. 

In Vermont, 92 percent of the chil-
dren with disabilities, between the ages 
of 6 and 11, are educated in their neigh-
borhood schools in classrooms with 
their nondisabled peers. Special edu-
cation costs in Vermont have increased 
150 percent over the past 10 years. 

The Federal underfunding of special 
education leads to State and local dis-
tricts spending approximately $20 mil-
lion more in Vermont from local 
sources than would be necessary if Fed-
eral funding were provided at the level 
Congress promised in the original law. 

In 1975, we, in the Congress, author-
ized the Federal Government to pay up 
to 40 percent of each State’s excess 
cost of educating children with disabil-

ities. It has been 26 years since we 

made that commitment, and we have 

failed to keep our promise. We are cur-

rently providing only 16 percent of the 

original 40 percent promised. 
Earlier this year, during Senate con-

sideration of the ESEA bill, this body 

unanimously adopted the Harkin-Hagel 

amendment that required Congress to 

fully fund IDEA through progressive 

annual increases. I am extremely dis-

appointed that the final product we are 

considering today does not include this 

critical amendment. Without the inclu-

sion of the Harkin-Hagel amendment, 

and without sufficient funding for the 

programs outlined in the bill, I am 

afraid this bill may actually do more 

harm than good. 
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The primary feature of H.R. 1 is ade-

quate yearly progress. Under the re-

vamped title I program, every student 

in every school must be proficient 

within 12 years. This sounds reason-

able. However, at current funding lev-

els, and even with over a billion-dollar 

increase for title I in the coming year, 

we will still only be funding less than 

half of the children who qualify under 

the title I program. 
Since title I was created in the land-

mark Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act of 1965, neither Congress nor 

any administration has provided the 

dollars required to fund all of the stu-

dents needing services. It seems to me 

that Congress has failed to meet its 

own adequate yearly progress goals for 

the past 36 years. 
I have been in Congress for more 

than 25 years. I have never voted 

against an education bill before. But to 

vote for this education bill as it now 

stands, I believe, is counterproductive, 

if not destructive. My instincts tell me 

that this bill will become law within a 

matter of days. 
Although I am voting against this 

bill, I will work very hard with all of 

my colleagues to obtain the funding 

that is needed so that our educational 

system will not only be strengthened 

but, as Dr. Seuss once said in one of 

the last books to be issued before this 

author’s passing: ‘‘. . . you’ll be the 

best of the best. Wherever you go, you 

will top all the rest.’’ 
We can only be the ‘‘best of the best’’ 

by not only adequately funding these 

programs but also working with par-

ents and teachers and principals and 

superintendents and school personnel 

and school board officials and students, 

for they have many of the answers that 

will enable us and our students ‘‘to top 

all of the rest.’’ 
Today, I vote against this bill be-

cause I believe it is better to approve 

no bill rather than to approve a bad 

bill. I am sincerely hoping, for the sake 

of our children, that history will prove 

me wrong. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 

thank Senator JEFFORDS for his work 

on this legislation. He was chairman of 

our committee when we reported out 

the Senate version. Sometime after 

that, we had a change in leadership. As 

a matter of fact, the bill itself was on 

the floor. I had the opportunity to 

chair the legislation. 
The Senate should know that on this 

legislation, the first parts were re-

ported out of the committee when Sen-

ator JEFFORDS was the principal archi-

tect. Although we come to different 

conclusions in terms of the outcome on 

this legislation, I express our great ap-

preciation to him for his longstanding 

commitment to funding the IDEA. He 

has been passionate about that and has 

worked on it. He makes a compelling 

case. We are closer to the day when I 

think we will get there. I think we will 

get there, and we are going to. When 

we do, Senators JEFFORDS, HARKIN, and 

HAGEL will all have been enormously 

helpful in our achieving it. 
The final point I will mention: We 

have in this legislation expanded the 

afterschool program by 200,000 chil-

dren. We still have a long way to go. I 

am mindful that that program started 

out in 1994 sponsored by Senator JEF-

FORDS. It started out as a $50 million 

program and several thousand stu-

dents. Now there are probably more 

subscriptions for that program than 

any other program in these last years 

because of the recognition of the dif-

ference it makes in terms of being a re-

source for children to get assistance 

after school. I thank him for his good 

work. I wish he had come to a different 

conclusion, but the Senate should 

know.
I see the Senator from Minnesota. We 

expect him to talk. If I may, I yield for 

30 seconds to the Senator from Rhode 

Island.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. I thank Senator KENNEDY.
I had the opportunity yesterday to 

speak at length on this bill and to com-

mend my colleagues, Senator KENNEDY

and Senator GREGG, our colleagues 

from the other body, Mr. BOEHNER and

Mr. MILLER, and Senator JEFFORDS for

his leadership as chairman. 
I neglected to commend people who 

were much responsible for this legisla-

tion, and that is staff members, par-

ticularly my staff member Elyse Wasch 

who did a remarkable job. 
I also extend my thanks and con-

gratulations to Danica Petroshius, Ro-

berto Rodriguez, Michael Dannenberg, 

Dana Fiordaliso, and Michael Myers of 

the majority staff and Denzel McGuire 

of the Republican staff. Their efforts 

were remarkable. 
Much of the success of the bill was 

because of these individuals. I thank 

them personally for their great work, 

particularly Elyse Wasch of my staff. 
I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

will take some time now and I will re-

serve the final 5 minutes right before 

the vote. 
Senator REED, in his characteris-

tically gracious style, thanked his staff 

and other staff here for their great 

work. I would as well. I include Jill 

Morningstar who works with me in 

that mix. 
I also say to Senators KENNEDY and

GREGG that I appreciate all of their 

commitment and all of their very hard 

work.
I say to Senator JEFFORDS that I 

greatly appreciate his soul, his unbe-

lievable commitment to children, how 

strongly he feels about this question. 

And I very much find myself in agree-

ment with his analysis. 
I must say with a smile that I am 

amazed that so many of my colleagues 

are now supporting a Federal mandate 

right under the school district saying 

every school district—school districts 

have represented the essence of grad-

uate political culture in our country— 

every school district, every school, you 

will test every child, grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 

and 8. I must say that I think this 

oversteps, if not the authority, the sort 

of boundaries of congressional deci-

sionmaking on education. Here I am, a 

liberal Senator from Minnesota, but 

this is my honest-to-God belief. I am 

just amazed that so many Senators 

have voted for this, especially my con-

servative friends. 
Having said that, I voted for the bill 

when it was on the Senate floor for two 

reasons: One, we had the IDEA program 

mandatory. That is hugely important 

in terms of getting funding back to our 

States and school districts. No. 2, I 

wanted to get on the conference com-

mittee to try to make the bill better. 
I thank both my colleagues. I can’t 

say the Chair and I always agreed on 

everything, but I wanted to thank 

them for letting me be on the con-

ference committee. I enjoyed the work. 

There is a lot of good policy in this 

bill. I will be proud of whatever I con-

tributed, but also many Senators con-

tributed to that. 
Let me just say that for my own 

part, the big issue with me is this sort 

of rush to testing, as if it is the reform. 

The testing is supposed to test the re-

form, it is not supposed to be the re-

form.
This focus on standardized tests, 

multiple choice tests, and teachers 

teaching to it has become drill edu-

cation. It is educationally deadening. 
There are a lot of amendments and 

provisions in this bill I had a chance to 

work on that talk about high-quality 

testing, how we do that, and multiple 

measures, giving our States maximum 

flexibility so that they have 3 years in 

the aggregate of testing before they 

begin to use them as high stakes test-

ing, see how schools do. And they don’t 

have to start until 2005 or 2006. There-

fore, we don’t get the result until 2008 

or 2009, and I am glad we will not have 

this mad rush to the worst of standard-

ized testing. 
There are some good provisions in 

this bill that will make a difference 

when it comes to having high-quality 

testing.
We also have very good legislation in 

here that deals with teacher recruit-

ment and retainment. That had to do 

with Senators HUTCHISON, CLINTON,

KENNEDY, and DEWINE. That is a huge 

issue—how we can recruit and retain 

teachers.
Parent information and resource cen-

ters, local family information centers, 
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the ways in which you can have par-
ents more involved—and quite often 
you have to do it through some of the 
nonprofits and nongovernmental orga-
nizations in the neighborhoods and 
communities—that is extremely impor-
tant. We have a great program in Min-
nesota after which this is modeled. I 
am so glad that is in the bill. 

Then I thank Sheila my wife because 
she is my teacher when it comes to vio-
lence in homes, and there are some 
really good provisions in this bill that 
deal with children who witness vio-
lence and how to help them. 

That is all to the good. But we had 
the chance to make our rhetoric of the 
last 26 years about the IDEA program a 
reality. We did that on the Senate side, 
but the House Republican leadership 
killed it on the House side and the ad-
ministration opposed it. That is what I 
am saddest about. I believe we could 
have made the fight for children in 
education, and we could have said to 
this administration: You cannot realize 
this goal of leaving no child behind un-
less the resources are there to go with 
the testing. The tests don’t bring more 
teachers. The tests don’t lead to small-
er class size. The tests don’t lead to 
good textbooks. The tests don’t lead to 
better technology. The tests don’t 
mean the children come to kinder-
garten ready to learn. All of these 
things have to change. 

Without a commitment to making 
IDEA mandatory and making the full 
funding over a 6-year period that 
should have been this year, we cheat 
our States and school districts and our 
schools, and we cheat our teachers and 
we cheat our children. 

That is why I oppose this legislation. 
People in my State of Minnesota are 
angry because they believe by acceding 
to the House Republican position and 
the administration position, we have 
cheated Minnesota out of $2 billion of 
IDEA money over the next 10 years— 
about $45 million on the glidepath this 
year. They are angry because no longer 
are we going to be able to have all-day 
kindergarten in a lot of our schools. 
They are angry because we are having 
to eliminate some of our good early 
childhood development programs. They 
are angry because we are going to have 
to eliminate some of our afterschool 
programs. And they are angry because 
we are eliminating teachers and we are 
increasing class size. They are angry 
because we are having to make cuts in 
the school lunch program. They are 
angry because we are having to make 
cuts in transportation. 

There are first graders who are going 
to have to walk a mile, and seventh 
graders 2 miles, to go to school because 
the bus service has been cut out. 

Colleagues, if we had lived up to our 
commitment on full funding of IDEA, 
we would not have to make those cuts 
in Minnesota. But we did. That is why 
I will vote no. I will vote no for my 
State of Minnesota. 

The Center for Education Policy has 

a quote that I think is so important: 
Policymakers are being irresponsible 

if they lead the public into thinking 

that testing and accountability alone 

will close the learning gap. Policy-

makers on the State and national level 

should be wary of proposals that em-

brace the rhetoric of closing the gap, 

but do not help build the capacity to 

accomplish that goal. 
I believe what we have here is a Fed-

eral unfunded mandate calling on our 

States and school districts to do more 

with less, calling on them to test every 

child every year, grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 

8, and telling them that they have to 

do so without a Federal mandate that 

every child will have the same oppor-

tunity to do well on these tests. 
Where are the resources to make sure 

that all the children in America have 

the same chance to do well? And when 

they don’t do well on these tests or the 

schools don’t do well, where are the ad-

ditional resources to help them? Not in 

this bill. When you start talking about 

we have increased funding for title I, 

no, not in real dollar terms. We are in 

a recession. There are many more chil-

dren who are eligible. We are not doing 

any more funding in real terms. About 

a third of the eligible children are 

going to get the funding, and that is it. 

We didn’t live up to our commitment 

to fully fund the IDEA program, and 

there is a pittance in the Federal budg-

et for early childhood development so 

that children can come to school ready 

to learn. 
The President and the administra-

tion talk about leaving no child be-

hind—the mission of the Children’s De-

fense Fund—and that is the title of this 

bill. We cannot realize the goal of leav-

ing no child behind on a tin cup budget. 

We are setting a lot of schools and chil-

dren and school districts up for failure 

because we have not lived up to this 

promise. We are calling on the schools 

to be more accountable. But what 

about our accountability to our States 

and our school districts and our teach-

ers and our children? We have failed 

the test of accountability by not mak-

ing the IDEA program mandatory and 

providing full funding. We have failed 

the test of accountability by not pro-

viding that. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

REED). The Senator has 5 minutes re-

maining. The Senator wanted to be in-

formed.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Five minutes of 

the original 15? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

correct.
Mr. WELLSTONE. I will take an-

other 2 minutes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I will yield 5 minutes 

of our time. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen-

ator for his graciousness. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, we were 

trying to arrange some additional 

time. We were unable to do that. The 

vote will occur around 12 noon today. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I have made my 

point. I will say to colleagues that I am 

amazed that Senators don’t want to 

have a little more debate on this. What 

is the problem? There are people who 

want to speak against it, too. I am just 

amazed that apparently my colleagues 

on the Republican side, I gather, are 

opposed to this. They don’t want to 

have more debate. I don’t blame you 

because a lot of people in our States 

are going to feel quite betrayed. 
Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I don’t 

understand the Senator’s accusation 

against Republicans on that issue. The 

time agreement on this bill was 

reached between the majority party 

and the minority party. It was not uni-

laterally agreed to by the minority 

party. It was put forward by the leader-

ship on both sides. Do not accuse the 

Republican side of the aisle of being 

the people who are trying to limit this. 

You have an opportunity to speak. You 

got 15 minutes. The Senator from Mas-

sachusetts has been kind enough to 

offer you more. I will offer you 5 more 

minutes of my time if you want more. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Since the Senator 

speaks with such indignation, I am 

pleased to offer an explanation. First of 

all, it is not about me; it is about other 

colleagues who want to speak. Yester-

day, we had an understanding for 2 

hours and a half hour—or 1 hour and a 

half hour. Then there was a unanimous 

consent yesterday to extend an addi-

tional hour for the proponents. I asked 

the majority whip whether we could 

have more time for other Senators to 

speak, and my understanding is that 

that is fine on our side, but the Repub-

licans have turned that proposal down, 

in which case, Senator, I stand by my 

remarks.
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair reminds Senators to address each 

other in the third person and through 

the Chair. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, parliamen-

tary inquiry: Let’s make sure we have 

the time down here. It is my under-

standing that the Senator from Massa-

chusetts graciously agreed to give the 

Senator from Minnesota 5 minutes, and 

the Senator from New Hampshire also 

agreed to give him an additional 5 min-

utes.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I will re-

serve that. The Senator has clearly re-

jected my offer. 
Mr. REID. The Senator from Min-

nesota has an additional 5 minutes 

that the Senator from Massachusetts 

extended. I ask that that be approved 

by unanimous consent. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

the understanding of the Chair. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask the Senator 

this. There were several other Senators 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 08:21 Aug 04, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\S18DE1.000 S18DE1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 26581December 18, 2001 
who wanted to speak in opposition. The 

Senator from Minnesota, Mr. DAYTON,

is one. 
Mr. REID. The Senator from 

Vermont allocated the Senator his 71⁄2

minutes, and he has 5 from Senator 

KENNEDY.
Mr. WELLSTONE. All together I 

have how much time left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota has 7 minutes re-

maining.
Mr. REID. Plus the 71⁄2 minutes from 

the Senator from Vermont, who agreed 

to let him use that time, but also 5 

minutes from the Senator from Massa-

chusetts.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. REID. The Senator from New 

Hampshire has the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is recog-

nized.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I guess 

we are going to have more discussion 

on these points. I think it is appro-

priate at this time to briefly respond to 

the Senator from Minnesota relative to 

his representations on especially IDEA 

funding.
There is a history to this funding 

which I think has to be reviewed. Dur-

ing the Clinton administration, not 

once in the first 7 years of that admin-

istration was there an increase sent to 

the Congress for special education 

funding—not once—of any significance 

at all. 
However, a group of us on our side of 

the aisle said that was not right. We 

decided to significantly increase the 

IDEA funding beginning about 5 years 

ago. We were successful in accom-

plishing that. Over the last 5 years, we 

have increased IDEA funding, special 

education funding, by 173 percent. That 

is the single largest percentage in-

crease that any significant policy ac-

count has received over the last 5 

years.
The new President, President Bush, 

also understood, because he was a Gov-

ernor who was sensitive to this issue, 

that IDEA was not properly funded. 
He sent up in his budget the single 

largest increase in IDEA funding ever 

proposed by an administration. At the 

end of this appropriating process which 

will occur this year, hopefully before 

Christmas, IDEA funding will have 

gone from approximately 6 percent 

when we began this process in 1995 and 

1996, up to approximately 20 percent of 

the cost of IDEA, not the 40 percent 

which is our goal, but the obvious path 

which is being pursued is towards full 

funding.
I do not believe the Senator from 

Minnesota voted against any of the 

budgets offered by President Clinton 

which had zero increases in special edu-

cation funding. I do not believe he did. 

But he comes here today and says that 

because special education funding was 

not included in this bill which deals 
with title I funding we should vote 
against title I funding. 

I find that inherently inconsistent, 
first because we are on a path towards 
full funding of special education, but 
second, by voting against a bill which 
significantly increases funding for title 
I, which is the low-income children of 
this country and who represent a pri-
mary responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment, which we have assumed as a 
Federal Government, we are undercut-
ting the capacity of those children to 
have a chance to compete effectively in 
the school systems. 

These are two different issues, spe-
cial education and title I. Yes, there is 
overlap on children, no question about 
it, but the policy issues involved in the 
two are significantly different. So a de-
cision was made since we are going to 
reauthorize special education next year 
that we should take on the policy 
issues of special education and the 
funding issues of special education as a 
package, as a unit, and do it next year, 
in the context of the fact we are in-
creasing special education this year by 
over $1 billion. It is not as if we are 
saying we are not going to do anything 
in the special education accounts for 
dollars; we are actually increasing it 
by $1 billion this year. The money is 
being put on the table, but the policy 
that needs to be addressed in the spe-
cial education accounts are as impor-
tant as the dollars that need to be ad-
dressed. For example, the issue of dis-
cipline needs to be addressed. The dis-
parity in discipline between special 
education kids and kids who are not in 
special education is a big problem in 
school systems. 

The issue of bureaucracy needs to be 
addressed. It is extremely expensive to 
school districts to meet the bureau-
cratic requirements of IDEA. 

The issue of attorney’s fees needs to 
be addressed. We have created a cot-
tage industry for attorneys dealing 
with special education. We need to ad-
dress that. 

There are significant policy concerns 
which should be addressed at the same 
time we address the issue of how we set 
up the funding stream. I have one other 
point on the mandatory funding 
stream. This in some ways is a smoke-
screen because, as I pointed out, there 
is a dramatic expansion in funding oc-
curring in special education. 

The question is, Is that money going 
to come out of the discretionary ac-
counts or is it going to come out of the 
mandatory accounts, and that is an in-
side-the-beltway baseball game, but it 
is a big game because if we move it all 
over to the mandatory accounts, basi-
cally we free up $7 billion in the discre-
tionary accounts. That is $7 billion the 
Appropriations Committee, on which I 
have the honor to serve, has available 
to spend on anything they want to 
spend it on. It does not have to spend it 
on education. It frees up that money. 

A lot of this exercise in mandatory 

accounts is an exercise to free up $7 bil-

lion of discretionary spending. 
I do think the argument that because 

the IDEA language was not included in 

this bill, therefore, I am going to vote 

against the title I reform language is 

inconsistent with the fact pattern be-

cause we know we are going to reau-

thorize special education next year, we 

know we will visit the issue of manda-

tory spending next year, and, at the 

same time, we know we are signifi-

cantly increasing special education 

funding this year through the discre-

tionary accounts; we have done it over 

the last 6 years. 
I find that argument to be one that 

does not have much in the way of legs, 

as far as I am concerned, as a reason to 

oppose this bill. There may be other 

issues in this bill, and the Senator 

from Minnesota raised the issue of 

testing. That is a legitimate issue in 

this bill. We are significantly changing 

the role of the Federal Government rel-

ative to testing in the States. That is a 

legitimate issue. I know the Senator 

from Minnesota feels strongly about 

that issue and has very credible argu-

ments, in my opinion, but the IDEA is 

another issue. 
I now yield to the Senator from 

Idaho 3 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BAYH). The Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate the opportunity to speak on the 

bill. I came down to express my strong 

support for this legislation, not only 

because of the important reforms in 

education that it proposes but because 

of the significant new resources that 

the Federal Government will be pro-

viding to public education, and also to 

discuss the fact we are going to be 

moving forward from this legislation to 

reform and strengthen the IDEA legis-

lation next year. I look forward to 

being a part of that process and work-

ing with our chairman and ranking 

member on addressing these critical 

needs of our children. 
I have worked for the last 3 or 4 years 

myself with the committee and with 

others to see if we could somehow 

reach that goal of 40-percent funding 

for IDEA, which is our objective. We 

have had a lot of difficult battles over 

that issue, and we have had a number 

of votes to try to get us moving down 

that path. We are on the path toward 

achieving that objective. 
I certainly agree with my good 

friend, Senator GREGG, about the fact 

because we have not yet achieved suc-

cess does not mean we should vote 

against this legislation. I also have 

concerns about the testing language in 

the legislation. I have concerns about 

where we should address a number of 

the critical issues in education. 
Not everything in this legislation is 

as I would have had it. However, I con-

sider this bill to be an important step 
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forward, and I look forward to working 

with the committee next year on 

achieving both substantive reforms and 

the financial commitment we need to 

make to IDEA. 
I yield back the remainder of my 

time.
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I want to take 1 minute 

to respond, and I want to yield the 

floor to Senator DAYTON for a few min-

utes, and that will be in opposition. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, there 

is an order, and the time is being con-

trolled by the Senator from Massachu-

setts, not by the Senator from Min-

nesota.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, after 

the Senator winds up, I was hoping we 

were going to go to Senator MIKULSKI.

The Senator had been recognized for 15 

minutes and then the tentative agree-

ment is that Senator MIKULSKI was

going to be able to respond. We are try-

ing to work out an accommodation. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. How about Sen-

ator MIKULSKI speaking and then Sen-

ator DAYTON will follow? 
Mr. KENNEDY. We are trying to go 

from one side to the other. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. That is what I was 

trying to do. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I thought the Sen-

ator was trying to get Senator DAYTON

after himself. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. No. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I am going to yield 

time to Senator MIKULSKI.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield for a question. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 

the Senator from Massachusetts what 

order we are in, and I am happy to take 

whatever order he deems appropriate. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I thought the Sen-

ator might be here a little after 10:30 

a.m., if that is convenient to the Sen-

ator. We are trying to do the best we 

can, but we do have an order. I am glad 

to yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 

Maryland.
Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I wish to make clear 

that I will vote for the legislation 

called the No Child Left Behind Act. 

The reason I am going to vote for this 

legislation is because I am a prag-

matist. Does the legislation do every-

thing in education that I want done? 

No. Does it do everything on funding 

the way I want it to be done? No. But 

there is a crying need in our public 

schools to pass this modernization of 

the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act, and I do not want to make 

this legislation be an example of the 

perfect is the enemy of the good. 
We do many fine things in this legis-

lation. Technology is one area in which 

I have been concentrating. 

This bill does include my amendment 

to create an education technology goal 

that every child be computer literate 

by the eighth grade. It includes my 

amendment to authorize community 

tech centers to create and expand com-

munity tech centers in rural and dis-

tressed urban areas, in other words, to 

bridge the digital divide and allows the 

Department of Education to provide 

competitive grants to community- 

based organizations. 
These nonprofits would set up tech-

nology centers where children and 

adults would have access to tech-

nology. What does this mean? It means 

a safe haven for children; it lets them 

do their homework as well as surf the 

Web. It also means job training for 

adults during the day. This legislation 

also includes more flexibility for the 

tech approach, such as maintenance 

and repair. 
In Baltimore, the Social Security Ad-

ministration gave over 1,000 computers 

to the Baltimore city school system, 

but they needed repairs. Some of the 

microchips had been broken. No one 

could afford to pay for them. My 

amendment would allow schools great-

er flexibility to have these public-pri-

vate partnerships to repair this equip-

ment.
Now I will address the issue of IDEA. 

Full funding for IDEA is essential for 

our special needs children and all of 

the children. Had the Senate passed the 

Harkin-Hagel amendment, this would 

have meant $42 million for my State, 

as well as an increase of $2.5 billion in 

overall IDEA funding. Yet that ap-

proach was rejected by the House con-

ferees.
I salute Senator JEFFORDS and

HASKIN others who led the fight to add 

more money for IDEA, because at the 

rate we are funding IDEA it will take 

us to the year 2017 to fund IDEA at the 

40 percent we promised 26 years ago. 

However, I chose not to hold up this 

bill over this topic because there is in-

creased funding and next year we are 

going to address the issue of IDEA, 

which is: What is the right money and 

what is the right policy? 
Since the IDEA legislation was 

passed 26 years ago, so many of our 

children come to school now far more 

medically challenged than when the 

legislation was passed, far more chal-

lenged with psychological or other 

learning disabilities. I think we need to 

take a new look, based on research- 

driven recommendations, that will give 

us the guiding principles on what is the 

right way to handle special needs chil-

dren because of the complexity of their 

needs. It is often not only someone who 

helps sign in the classroom, but it is 

often the school nurse who now is re-

quired to dispense medication or med-

ical treatment. 
I could say a lot more about this bill, 

but when they call my name I will vote 

aye. I congratulate Senators KENNEDY,

GREGG, and JEFFORDS for moving this 

legislation in the Senate. I also want 

to thank their staffs and my staff for 

their outstanding work. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I think the Sen-

ator from Minnesota is next. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the 

understanding of the Chair that the 

Senator from Minnesota is next. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I had 

indicated we were going to alternate. 

The last time I saw Senator MIKULSKI

she was a Democrat, so now we will go 

to the Republican side. That is what I 

indicated earlier. That is the way we 

proceeded yesterday. That is our un-

derstanding today, and that is the way 

we will proceed right now. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my friend, 

I thought we were taking a viewpoint 

on——
Mr. KENNEDY. We are going from 

one side to the other. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. What is the ruling 

of the Chair? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota controls his own 

time. It was the understanding of the 

Chair that Senator DAYTON was to be 

next, using Senator WELLSTONE’s time. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield 5 minutes 

to the Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that after Senator 

DAYTON, Senator BOND be recognized 

for 3 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I rise 

today to explain my decision to vote 

against the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act Conference Report. 
Let me first say what enormous re-

spect I have for the bill’s manager, the 

distinguished Senator from Massachu-

setts, who, throughout his Senate ca-

reer, has fought heroically to improve 

the quality of education for our na-

tion’s schoolchildren. He and other 

Senate conferees have labored long and 

hard for months to negotiate the best 

bill possible with the House and the 

White House, who have other, higher 

priorities. All year long, they have 

placed tax giveaways to the rich and 

the powerful above our nation’s school-

children.
Let there be no doubt: this legisla-

tion fails to achieve the President’s 

stated goal: ‘‘Leave No Child Behind.’’ 

President Bush, this legislation leaves 

many thousands of children behind 

throughout this country. It fails, for 

the 25th consecutive year, to keep the 

Federal promise to pay for 40 percent 

of the costs of special education. This 

broken promise is costing my state of 

Minnesota over $183 million this year. 

It means the 110,000 Minnesota school-

children in these programs are receiv-

ing less special education than they 

need and deserve. It means that other 
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Minnesota schoolchildren are harmed, 

as state and local money intended for 

their educations must be shifted to 

cover the Federal shortfall. It means 

that Minnesota taxpayers must pay 

higher property taxes to fund this bro-

ken Federal promise. 
To make matters worse, the House 

conferees refused to accept the Sen-

ate’s bipartisan commitment to bring 

Federal funding for special education 

to 40 percent over the next six years. 

Earlier this year, Mr. President, I pro-

posed an amendment to this legisla-

tion, which would have funded the 40 

percent promise in two years. That 

amendment was defeated, in favor of a 

six-year timetable. Now, the House Re-

publicans are saying that even six 

years is too soon. 
That is absolutely unconscionable, 

unjustifiable, and it should be, to this 

Senate, unacceptable. As a result, 

under this legislation, next year’s Fed-

eral funding for IDEA will cover only 

17.5 percent of those costs nationwide. 

In Minnesota, it will fund only 15 per-

cent. This failure will leave thousands 

of children behind. 
House Republicans reportedly refused 

to accept the Senate position until 

after IDEA is ‘‘reformed.’’ Yet, just a 

few weeks earlier, the House added 

over $30 billion in tax breaks to large 

energy companies in their Energy Bill. 

The House Economic Stimulus package 

would repeal the corporate alternative 

minimum tax, and it would refund over 

$25 billion to some of America’s largest 

and most profitable corporations. Nei-

ther of these two huge tax giveaways 

was predicated on any kind of ‘‘re-

form.’’
The failure to fully fund IDEA is 

tragic, because that money was avail-

able earlier this year. There was also 

enough money to significantly increase 

the Federal government’s support of all 

elementary and secondary education 

nationwide. But massive tax cuts for 

the rich and powerful were the Presi-

dent’s and the House Republicans’ 

higher priorities. Now, those projected 

Federal surpluses are gone, and our na-

tion’s schoolchildren must wait in line 

again.
Less money and more testing. That 

will be the legacy of this ‘‘education 

President.’’ Well, the President and the 

Congress have failed their big edu-

cation test this year. It shouldn’t be 

surprising when, as a direct result of 

their failure, more of our nation’s 

schools and schoolchildren do also in 

the years ahead. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, as a mem-

ber of the conference committee, we 

spent nearly 6 months crafting this 

bill. I am pleased to rise in support of 

this landmark legislation which leaves 

no child behind. 
As many of my colleagues have al-

ready mentioned, this bill provides the 

most comprehensive education reform 

since 1965. I take this opportunity to 

thank and congratulate the leader on 

our side, the Senator from New Hamp-

shire, Mr. GREGG, and the manager of 

the bill, the chairman of the com-

mittee, the Senator from Massachu-

setts, Mr. KENNEDY. Their tireless work 

to bring this bill to the Senate has 

placed comprehensive education reform 

within reach of all students across the 

country.
Too many children in America are 

segregated by low expectations, illit-

eracy, and self-doubt. In a constantly 

changing world that demands increas-

ingly complex skills from its work-

force, children are being left behind. 

Over the years, we have empowered the 

Federal Government and faceless bu-

reaucrats while burying our educators 

and schools in regulation, redtape, 

mandates, and endless paperwork. As a 

result, we have disenfranchised edu-

cators and slowly eroded the oppor-

tunity for creativity and innovation at 

the local level. 
At last count, the Federal Govern-

ment had 760 different education pro-

grams operating within 39 different 

agencies, boards, and commissions. 

Each was launched as a step toward re-

form, but each new program comes 

with added regulation and paperwork. 
By one estimate, compliance con-

sumes 50 million hours each year, the 

equivalent of 25,000 full-time employees 

just to process the forms. Ask the 

teacher who has to deal with 760 pro-

grams, or the administrator who has to 

handle it, just how much this detailed 

reform and direction from Washington 

has helped them focus on their chil-

dren. In my State they will say ‘‘not 

one bit.’’ 
Today, nearly 70 percent of low-in-

come fourth graders are unable to read 

at a basic level. Our high school seniors 

trail students of most industrialized 

nations on international math tests. 

Nearly a third of our college freshmen 

must take a remedial course before 

they are able to begin college level 

courses. This is why President Bush 

has chosen education reform as a cor-

nerstone of his administration. 
This conference report reflects an 

agenda that President Bush outlined 

during his first days in office. It em-

phasizes flexibility, local control, ac-

countability, literacy, and parental in-

volvement. I am honored to have had a 

hand in shaping that policy. Parental 

involvement, early childhood, and par-

ents as teachers are issues I have 

worked with a long time. I am pleased 

the principles of my direct check for 

education were included in the legisla-

tion. Over the years, I have worked 

with Missouri educators to develop the 

direct check approach to education re-

form, which consolidates Federal edu-

cation programs, cuts Federal strings 

and paperwork, and sends the money 

directly to local school districts. 

Like my direct check proposal, this 

conference report recognizes that edu-

cational reform and progress will take 

place in the classrooms in America, not 

in Washington, DC. This report consoli-

dates a myriad of existing Federal pro-

grams and allows States and local 

school districts to make decisions on 

their own, to determine their prior-

ities. By reducing the mandates, as 

well as the costly and time-consuming 

paperwork that local school districts 

must endure to obtain Federal grants 

and funding, parents and teachers are 

empowered to take back control of edu-

cating our Nation’s children. 

To me, the issue is simple. We must 

empower our States and local school 

districts with flexibility to utilize the 

limited amount of Federal resources as 

they best see fit to educate our chil-

dren. This conference report does just 

that. Local schools will immediately 

be given the flexibility they need, 

where they are most needed, because a 

school in Joplin, MO, may have dif-

ferent needs than one in Hannibal, 

Kansas City, St. Louis, or Boonville, 

MO.

Some schools need new teachers. 

Others may need new textbooks or 

computers, or wish to begin an after- 

school program. 

We simply cannot continue to ask 

teachers and local schools to meet 

higher expectations without empow-

ering them with the freedom and flexi-

bility to do the job. 

This legislation strikes a delicate 

balance. It keeps the Federal Govern-

ment out of the day-to-day operations 

of local schools; gives States and 

school districts more authority and 

freedom; and requires performance in 

return.

Education, while a national priority, 

remains a local responsibility. I believe 

that those who know the names of the 

students are better at making deci-

sions than bureaucrats at the Depart-

ment of Education. Parents, teachers, 

local school boards are the key to true 

education reform, not big government, 

Washington-based educational bu-

reaucracy. In addition to giving local 

schools more control, I am pleased this 

conference report recognizes parental 

involvement and increases resources to 

our very successful Parents as Teach-

ers Program which we hope to provide 

to every State in the Nation as well as 

foreign countries. It strengthens ac-

countability, it provides the necessary 

funds to attract and retain quality 

teachers, and develops literacy pro-

grams to guarantee all students will be 

able to read by the third grade. 

With its emphasis on the child rather 

than the bureaucracy, this legislation 

offers an opportunity to make real 

progress in our schools. 

The great Missourian Mark Twain 

said: Out of public schools grows the 

greatness of a nation. 
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One-sixth of the American population 

is enrolled in public schools. The con-

tent and quality of their education will 

determine the character of our coun-

try.
I thank the managers of this bill for 

their courtesy to me as well as for 

their great work over the 6 months in 

bringing this conference report to the 

floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Missouri. As 

he mentioned in his comments, he, as a 

Governor, was involved in the Parents 

as Teachers Program. We have devel-

oped a different way of recognizing this 

as a national problem, a national chal-

lenge, and different ways to bring peo-

ple into the teaching profession. His is 

one of the imaginative and creative 

programs. We always welcome his con-

tinued interest in this program. 
Before yielding 3 minutes to the Sen-

ator from Louisiana, I take a brief mo-

ment to respond to the Senator from 

Minnesota.
I gather there are three major points 

the Senator made, one about the fund-

ing for the IDEA program. I am in 

strong support of that program. It 

seems to me we are only meeting 17 

percent of our responsibilities. We are 

pitting children, title I children, 

against disabled children. Two-thirds 

of those who receive the funding under 

special needs are title I children. We 

are talking about a similar group of 

children. We are trying to bring about 

significant reforms in this program. We 

will bring about the reforms next, but 

we should move ahead and recognize we 

are going to try to be of assistance to 

them. I am sympathetic and a strong 

supporter of that. 
However, I don’t know whether the 

Senator has read the conference report 

when it comes to testing because we 

have effectively accepted the Senator’s 

amendments. The Senator is quite cor-

rect, testing is not performed. 
We have a situation with some States 

spending $1.46 per student in one State 

and another State is $3.16, another 

State is $3.21. In this legislation we are 

committing with a trigger that says, if 

the resources are not there, these pro-

visions do not apply. 
We have the most overtested group of 

students in the country. We understand 

that. However, what we do not have are 

content standards established by the 

States, curriculums established by the 

States, well-trained teachers to be able 

to teach the curriculum, and assess-

ments about how the children are 

doing so they can be assisted in aca-

demic achievement and accomplish-

ment. That is what this bill is com-

mitted to, not off-the-shelf tests. 
We do a disservice in describing this 

bill as the off-the-shelf test. It is not. 

It has been rejected. If the Senator 

read page 458, he would see his lan-

guage is effectively accepted to enable 

States or consortiums of States to col-

laborate with institutions of higher 

education, other research institutions, 

other organizations, to improve qual-

ity, validity, and reliability of State 

academic assessments beyond the re-

quirements for such assessments de-

scribed in the act, and measuring stu-

dents’ academic achievement using 

multiple measures from multiple 

sources.
We have leaned over backwards to do 

it right. The Senator was right in his 

amendment. We have it right in this 

program. To try to distort it does not 

serve the issue well. It is not an accu-

rate reflection of what is in the bill. 
I do not yield to the Senator from 

Minnesota or anyone else in terms of 

getting additional resources. We start-

ed with modest resources, the 3-percent 

increase in terms of the title I pro-

gram. That happened to be increased to 

20 percent. We started off with only a 

third of the children covered. It is true, 

we are facing recession and there will 

be 600,000 more children covered under 

this program. They are going to be eli-

gible this year because of the state of 

the economy, but we only reach 40 per-

cent of the Head Start children. Are we 

against Head Start because it only 

reaches 40 percent? Are we breaking 

our promises? We are out here to try to 

get full investment in these reforms. 

That is what I am committed to do. 
I think we have made some progress. 

It is always easy to criticize the fail-

ures, but I think, along with our col-

leagues, this is one of the most impor-

tant efforts made by the Congress in 

terms of enhancing academic achieve-

ment and accomplishment. We might 

come back to the other areas, but I 

thought this was the time to respond. 
I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 

Louisiana. I thank the Senator. There 

is additional targeting. Under this bill, 

Minnesota would get $20 million more 

for title I. But the targeting, both in 

urban areas and rural areas, is a direct 

tribute to the Senator from Louisiana. 

She fought for that and built a coali-

tion. It is always difficult to alter or 

change formulas. It is a significant al-

teration to reach the neediest children. 

We are grateful to her for her commit-

ment in this area. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Massachusetts 

for those kind remarks and I thank 

Senator KENNEDY and Senator GREGG

for their extraordinary effort that has 

not gone unnoticed by the Members of 

this Senate and all the people who have 

followed so closely the tireless efforts 

to get to this point where we can sup-

port such a solid, principled com-

promise that all Members can be proud 

of passing today. It is a great victory 

for our school system and our Nation 

and for the Presiding Officer, in the 

role played as a former Governor of In-

diana. I thank also Senator LIEBERMAN,

Senator COLLINS, and Senator SES-

SIONS. It was a really bipartisan effort. 

And to the President, I say thank you. 

Through all of the efforts, along with 

the war in Afghanistan and our de-

fense, trying to stand up and defend 

our homeland, the President stayed fo-

cused on education. We stayed focused 

on education. I think that speaks well 

of the work we have done. I am proud 

to be a part of it. 
This bill works for our Nation to 

strengthen our schools and to build on 

a promise that every child deserves a 

quality education and the belief that 

we can fund it and strengthen it so 

that every child can learn and so that 

every child should have an oppor-

tunity—not a guarantee but an oppor-

tunity—to be all that God created 

them to be and all their parents and 

loved ones hope for them to be. 
That is why I am excited about this 

bill. It outlines some new goals and ob-

jectives that are going to be difficult 

and challenging. But we need to lift 

those expectations for our children. We 

need to challenge our Nation. We need 

to fund it. 
That is why I thank Senator KEN-

NEDY, our leader from Massachusetts. 

He fought like a tiger to say: Yes, we 

want accountability. Yes, we want 

flexibility. Yes, we want to work in 

partnership with the Governors, but we 

want to give them the resources to 

fight the battle. That is what this bill 

does. It is the single largest investment 

in education in a single year. 
I also thank the Governors who are 

our partners—the 23 Governors who are 

on the front line with mayors and 

school boards around the Nation lead-

ing this fight for their support. 
Let me focus on three issues. 
First, accountability. We say if you 

are going to run a school, run it right. 

If not, we are going to reconstitute it 

so that every child has a chance. 
Second, the flexibility issues that we 

fund at the Federal level, but we allow 

the local jurisdictions to make those 

decisions.
Third, targeting. Senator KENNEDY

mentioned this. I want to say for Lou-

isiana that this will mean $100 million 

more for title I to help with the re-

sources to make these classes really 

work for children. It will help us with 

technology and will make sure kids 

really have an opportunity. It is going 

to help us with afterschool programs. 

It is not just given out by a grant but 

a formula, so we get it to the parishes 

that really need the most help. This 

will give them the helping hand. 
I am proud to join my colleagues. I 

could speak for hours and days. I con-

gratulate our leaders for doing such a 

fine job. It was a joy for me to work on 

this bill. It will mean a lot to the kids 

in Louisiana and their families. 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to congratulate my colleagues 

on the conference committee for their 
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efforts on behalf of our Nation’s school 
children. This legislation encompasses 
a number of important reforms for our 
schools. One notable provision reforms 
the collection and dissemination of 
personal information collected from 
students to protect their privacy. 

Earlier this year Senator DODD and I 
introduced the Student Privacy Pro-
tection Act. The goal of this legislation 
is to ensure that parents have the abil-
ity to protect their children’s privacy 
by requiring parental notification of 
any data collection for commercial 
purposes from their children during the 
school day. I am pleased that the con-
ference agreed with Senator DODD and
me on the importance of protecting 
student’s privacy and the essential na-
ture of parental participation in the 
process.

The need for this provision stems 
from the growing practice of a large 
number of marketing companies going 
into classrooms and using class time to 
gather personal information about stu-
dents and their families for purely 
commercial purposes. In many cases, 
parents are not even aware that these 
companies have entered their chil-
dren’s school, much less that they are 
exploiting them in the one place they 
should be the safest, their classroom. 

The provision included in H.R. 1 
builds on a long line of privacy legisla-
tion to protect kids, such as the Fam-
ily Educational Rights Act, the Chil-
dren’s Online Privacy Protection Act 
and the Protection of Pupil Rights Act. 
The goal of these laws, as is the case 
with our provision, is to ensure that 
the privacy of children is protected and 
that their personal information cannot 
be collected and/or disseminated with-
out the prior knowledge and, most im-
portantly, the ability of parents to ex-
clude their children from such activi-
ties.

We understand that schools today are 
financially strapped and many of these 
companies offer enticing financial in-
centives to gain access. Our goal is not 
to make it more difficult for schools to 
access the educational materials and 
the computers that they so desperately 
need or to deter beneficial relation-
ships. Rather our goal is to ensure that 
the details of these arrangements are 
disclosed and that parents are allowed 
to participate in the decisionmaking 
process.

The bottom line is that parents have 
a right and a responsibility to be in-
volved in their children’s education. 
Much of these noneducational activi-
ties are being done at the expense of 
the parents’ decision making authority 
because schools are allowing compa-
nies direct access to students. The pro-
vision included in H.R. 1 enhances pa-
rental involvement by giving them an 
opportunity to decide for themselves 
who does and does not get access to 
their children during the school day. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, the 
bipartisan education bill before the 

Senate today puts in place some strong 

and unprecedented reforms in elemen-

tary and secondary education to make 

schools more accountable and help stu-

dents learn. For the public, this bill 

helps assure that our schools get re-

sults and that we know what those re-

sults are. California’s public schools 

should be helped by this bill. 
To bolster student achievement, this 

bill includes several needed reforms, 

tying the receipt of Federal funds to 

getting results: 
The bill continues the current re-

quirement that States must have aca-

demic standards for reading and math 

and adds a requirement that States es-

tablish standards for science. 
Schools must assure that students 

make continuous and substantial aca-

demic improvement and that students 

reach a proficient level within 12 years. 
To measure student achievement, 

States are required to test every stu-

dent in grades 3–8 annually in reading 

and math based on State standards, by 

2005–06.
To ensure accountability, schools 

that fail for 2 consecutive years to 

make adequate yearly progress must be 

identified for improvement and also 

must identify specific steps to improve 

student performance. 
After 3 years, a failing school must 

offer public school choice and provide 

supplemental services. After 4 years, a 

school must take corrective actions 

such as replacing staff or imple-

menting a new curriculum. After 5 

years, a failing school must undertake 

major restructuring. The bill provides 

$500 million to help turn around low- 

performing schools. 
In order to improve teacher quality, 

this bill authorizes grants to States for 

teacher certification, recruitment, and 

retention services. States must assure 

that all teachers are qualified by 2006. 
The bill authorizes $1.25 billion in 

2002 and up to $2.5 billion in 2007 for 

afterschool programs remedial edu-

cation, tutoring and other services to 

improve student achievement. 
The bill requires public ‘‘report 

cards,’’ which will report on academic 

achievement, graduation rates and the 

names of failing schools. 
There are many other important ini-

tiatives and reforms. 
Another important feature of this 

bill is that it better directs Federal 

funds to disadvantaged students than 

does current law. Here are some exam-

ples:
It requires that for the largest Fed-

eral education program, Title I, Aid to 

the Disadvantaged, the poor children 

count be updated every year instead of 

every 2 years under current law. This is 

very important to California, a State 

that has a higher than average poverty 

rate and high growth in the number of 

low-income children. 
The bill requires that more funds be 

funneled to States and districts using 

the targeted grant formula, which is 

focused on concentrations of poverty, 

areas such as Los Angeles, San Diego 

and other major cities. California is ex-

pected to receive a larger share of tar-

geted grant funding than under current 

law because of its concentrated child 

poverty enrollment. 
The bill shifts bilingual and immi-

grant education funding from a com-

petitive grant program to a formula 

grant program based on the number of 

children. California has a very high 

proportion of limited-English pro-

ficient and newly-immigrant children 

and should be greatly helped by this 

change.
These are welcomed changes and 

should send the resources to where the 

needs are. 
The Federal Government provides 

only 7 percent of total education fund-

ing, but the strength of this bill is that 

it tries to leverage the Federal share to 

prod States and school districts to 

make schools responsible for real re-

sults. I believe the bill offers hope and 

resources to California’s students, 

school officials, parents, and the pub-

lic.
California’s schools are facing huge 

challenges. California has a projected 

enrollment rate triple that of the na-

tional rate. Unfortunately, many Cali-

fornia students perform poorly com-

pared to students in many other 

States. California has some of the larg-

est classes in the Nation. California 

has overcrowded and substandard fa-

cilities and 30,000 uncredentialed teach-

ers.
I am sorry to say that 34 percent of 

California’s schools that participate in 

Title I are identified for improvement 

compared to the national average of 19 

percent, according to the U.S. Depart-

ment of Education. 
According to the January 2001 Edu-

cation Weekly Quarterly Report, only 

20 percent of California’s fourth grade 

students are proficient in reading, 

ranking 36 out of 39 States. California 

ranks 32 out of 36 States for proficient 

eighth graders in reading, at 22 per-

cent.
American students are falling behind 

their counterparts in other countries. 
In literacy, 58 percent of U.S. high 

school graduates rank below an inter-

national literacy standard, dead last 

among the 29 countries that partici-

pated, according to Education Week, 

April 4, 2001. 
United States eighth graders scored 

significantly lower in mathematics and 

science than their peers in 14 of the 38 

participating countries, according to 

the 1999 TIMMS Benchmarking Study. 
The percentage of teachers in the 

United States that feel they are ‘‘very 

well prepared’’ to teach science in the 

classroom is 27 percent. The inter-

national average is twice that, peaking 

at 56 percent, according to the 1999 

TIMMS Benchmarking Study. 
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United States students’ knowledge of 

civic activities ranked 3rd out of the 28 

countries that participated. However, 

those same students have been slipping 

in scores relating to math and science, 

according to Civic Know-How: US Stu-

dents Rise to Test, International Asso-

ciation for the Evaluation of Edu-

cational Achievement. 
The final bill includes several initia-

tives that I suggested: 
As to Title I funding, I have long ar-

gued that Title I should reflect the real 

numbers of poor students. This bill re-

tains the requirement that the poor 

child count be updated every two 

years. Also, the bill better targets 

funds on concentrations of poor chil-

dren, which should particularly help 

our urban school districts, like Los An-

geles.
As to master teachers, the bill allows 

funds under the teacher training title 

to create ‘‘exemplary’’ or ‘‘master’’ 

teachers who could mentor and guide 

less-experienced teachers, in an effort 

to keep new teachers in teaching. This 

is an outgrowth of my bill, S. 120. 
As to the Title I audit, the bill re-

quires the Inspector General to con-

duct of audit to determine how Title I 

funds are used and the degree to which 

they are used for academic instruction. 

The Senate had accepted my amend-

ment to better direct Title I funds to 

academic activities and away from 

things like playground supervisors. 

While the limitations of my amend-

ment are not included in the final bill, 

the required audit will help us deter-

mine specifically whether Title I funds 

are being used to help students learn. 
As to small schools, the bill allows 

the use of Innovative Education funds 

to create smaller learning environ-

ments. While the final bill does not in-

clude my amendment that puts in 

place certain school-size requirements, 

as a condition for receiving funds, it 

does move that direction and recognize 

that smaller schools produce more 

learning.
As to gun-free schools clarification, 

the bill includes several clarifications 

of the current Gun-Free Schools Act, 

the 1994 law which requires a 1-year ex-

pulsion for students who ‘‘bring’’ a gun 

to school. This bill includes students 

who ‘‘possess’’ a gun at school; it clari-

fies that the term ‘‘school’’ means the 

entire school campus, any setting 

under the control and supervision of 

the local school district; and it re-

quires that all modifications of expul-

sions be put in writing. These are im-

portant clarifications to the law, the 

need for which was highlighted by an 

Inspector General’s report on the im-

plementation of that law. 
This bill makes some of the most 

profound revisions to Federal edu-

cation policy since ESEA was first en-

acted in 1965. It is an important reform 

designed to help students learn, 

achieve and in fact, excel. 

The bill authorizes significant new 
funding. For example, Title I’s author-
ized funding would grow from $13.5 bil-
lion in fiscal year 2002 to $25 billion in 
2007. Now the challenge is to in fact 
provide those funds so that this bill 
will not be an empty promise. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 1, the 
No Child Left Behind Act, which will 
reauthorize the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, ESEA. 

Last year, presidential candidate 
George W. Bush appropriately indi-
cated that education reform was a top 
priority. This year, President Bush has 
worked to make this top priority a re-
ality. The Senate will soon pass H.R. 1, 
legislation which is based on President 
Bush’s education blueprint, entitled, 
‘‘No Child Left Behind.’’ I share the 
President’s goal; our educational sys-
tem must leave no child behind. 

I commend President Bush, Sec-
retary of Education Paige, and my col-
leagues who served with me on the 
Education Conference Committee. We 
have worked in bipartisan fashion to 
forge this legislation that will sub-
stantively reform elementary and sec-
ondary education in this country. 

Education is the key to a better qual-
ity of life for all Americans. From 
early childhood through adult life, edu-
cational resources must be provided 
and supported through partnerships 
with individuals, parents, commu-
nities, and local government. The Fed-
eral Government has a limited but im-
portant role in assisting states and 
local authorities with the ever-increas-
ing burdens of education. 

Originally passed in 1965, the ESEA 
provides authority for most federal 
programs for elementary and sec-
ondary education. ESEA programs cur-
rently receive about $18 billion in fed-
eral funding, which amounts to an esti-
mated 7 cents out of every dollar that 
is spent on education. 

Nearly half of ESEA funds are used 
on behalf of children from low-income 
families under title I. Since 1965, the 
federal government has spent more 
than $120 billion on Title I. 

Despite the conscientious efforts of 
federal, state, and local entities over 
many years, our education system con-
tinues to lag behind other comparable 
nations. Nearly 70 percent of inner city 
fourth graders are unable to read at a 
basic level on national reading tests. 
Fourth grade math students in high 
poverty schools remain two grade lev-

els behind their peers in other schools. 

Our high school seniors score lower 

than students in most industrialized 

nations on international math tests. 

And, approximately one-third of col-

lege freshman must take a remedial 

course before they are able to even 

begin college level courses. 
The underlying issue is—do we just 

pour more taxpayer dollars to perpet-

uate these mediocre results or do we 

take some bold new initiatives? 

The No Child Left Behind Act takes 
some bold new initiatives by increasing 
federal education funding, increasing 
state and local flexibility in their use 
of Federal funds, and increasing ac-
countability—each are steps in the 
right direction. 

First, in regard to funding, the No 
Child Left Behind Act authorizes $26.5 
billion for elementary and secondary 
education. This includes a substantial 
increase for Title I programs—which 
are education programs directed to-
ward disadvantaged children. The bill 
also provides substantial funding for 
programs aimed at having all children 
read by the 3rd grade, teacher quality 
programs, and programs aimed at mak-
ing our schools safe and drug free. 

Next, in regard to flexibility, the bill 
significantly increases State and local 
flexibility in the use of their Federal 
education dollars. 

Under the ESEA law that exists 
today, most ESEA programs have a 
specified purpose and a target popu-
lation. Our states and localities are 
given little, if any flexibility in the use 
of the federal dollars they receive. 

Our schools do not need a targeted 
one size fits all Washington, D.C. ap-
proach to education. While schools in 
some parts of the country may need to 
use federal education dollars to hire 
additional teachers to reduce class-
room size, schools in other parts of the 
country may wish to use federal dollars 
for a more pressing need, like new text 
books. Federally targeted programs for 
a specified purpose do not recognize 
that different states and localities have 
different needs. 

Who is in a better position to recog-
nize these local needs, Senators and 
Representatives in Washington, D.C. or 
Governors, localities, and parents? 
Those Virginians serving in state and 
local government and serving on local 
school boards throughout the Common-
wealth are certainly in a better posi-
tion than members of Congress from 
other states to determine how best to 
spend education dollars in the Com-
monwealth of Virginia. 

The No Child Left Behind Act in-
creases flexibility and local control. 
For example, the bill allows every local 
school district in America to make 
spending decisions with up to 50 per-
cent of the non-title I funds they re-
ceive from the federal government. 
Thus, with regard to non-title I funds, 
every local school district will have 
the freedom to choose alternative uses 
for these funds within certain broad 
guidelines.

Moreover, the bill provides even 
more flexibility in the use of federal 
education dollars for up to 7 states and 
150 school districts. These states and 
local school districts will be given the 
opportunity to consolidate a number of 

federal education programs, providing 

the participating states and localities 

the ability to focus federal dollars 

where they are needed most. 
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Finally, accountability, in certain 

areas, is needed. Our education policy 

is locking out many students and not 

providing them the key to a better life. 

It’s time to move forward in education 

to ensure that all of our children are 

given the opportunity to receive a 

higher quality of education. 
President Bush’s proposal to test stu-

dents annually in grades 3–8 in reading 

and math, which is part of the No Child 

Left Behind Act, is a strong proposal 

that promotes accountability. 
These tests will result in parents and 

teachers receiving the information 

they need to know to determine how 

well their children and students are 

doing in school and to determine how 

well the school is educating its stu-

dents. Testing also provides educators 

the information they need to help them 

better learn what works, improve their 

skills, and increase teacher effective-

ness.
While some have expressed concern 

that this legislation calls for too much 

testing, I have a different view. A year-

ly standard test in reading and math 

will allow our educators to catch any 

problems in reading and math at the 

earliest possible moment. Tests are be-

coming a vital part of life, no matter 

how onerous. If America is to survive 

in the rapidly emerging global econ-

omy, tests are a key part. 
I note that Virginia has already rec-

ognized the importance of testing, hav-

ing installed an accountability system 

called the Standards of Learning 

(SOLs). In Virginia, we already test our 

students in math and science in grades 

3, 5, and 8. The No Child Left Behind 

Act will build upon Virginia’s experi-

ence.
Increased funding, increased flexi-

bility, and enhanced accountability, 

are all steps in the right direction that 

we take with the No Child Left Behind 

Act. However, I must remind my col-

leagues that we have more work to ac-

complish.
President Bush’s ‘‘No Child Left Be-

hind’’ blueprint calls for tax relief for 

America’s teachers when they dip into 

their own pocket to purchase supplies 

for students. Senator COLLINS and I 

have worked together since early this 

year to pass legislation to provide 

teachers with this type of tax relief. 

Unfortunately, the bill before us today 

does not contain these provisions. 
In my view, as we leave no child be-

hind, we must not forget our nations’ 

teachers.
The important role that our nations’ 

teachers play in educating today’s 

youth and tomorrow’s leaders cannot 

be overstated. Quality, caring teachers 

along with quality, caring parents, 

play the predominant roles in ensuring 

that no child is left behind. 
Nevertheless, in part because of their 

low salaries and the numerous out-of- 

pocket expenses they incur as part of 

their profession, we are in the midst of 

a national teaching shortage. Teacher 

tax relief legislation is one way the 

federal government can help. 
So, while I look forward to voting in 

support of the No Child Left Behind 

Act and look forward to President 

Bush signing this important education 

reform legislation into law, I also look 

forward to working with the President 

and my colleagues in Congress to en-

sure that our teachers receive the tax 

relief they deserve. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak briefly about the edu-

cation bill before us. 
First of all, I thank my colleagues 

for the many hours of work they have 

spent on this bill. From day one, they 

have had the best interests of our stu-

dents and teachers in mind. It is dif-

ficult to design a Federal education 

plan that supports the needs of the 

countless school districts around the 

country. But this bill affirms the Fed-

eral Government’s role as one that 

seeks to narrow the achievement gap 

between poor students and their 

wealthier counterparts. This is clearly 

a worthy goal, and, while I am not en-

tirely pleased with this compromise, I 

plan on supporting this bill when we 

vote on its approval tomorrow morn-

ing.
I believe this education bill sets a 

platform from which we can build a 

solid, supportive role for the Federal 

Government in our schools across the 

country. I must say, however, that this 

bill does not do everything it needs to 

do. I am on the floor today to remind 

my colleagues that we have a long 

ways to go, that this bill is merely a 

step along the way, and that our 

schools will need additional invest-

ments if we want to provide our chil-

dren with the knowledge and skills 

that will bring them opportunities for 

personal and professional success. 
I want to outline the challenges that 

lie before us. Our biggest challenge 

may be to fulfill old promises before re-

quiring new mandates. I am, of course, 

speaking of our failure to fully fund 

the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-

cation Act, IDEA, this year. I am ex-

tremely disappointed that we failed to 

do so, because I recognize the burden 

that schools face in coming up with 

special education funds from their own 

pockets.
We have the very worthy intent of 

educating all students in this country, 

regardless of their ability or capa-

bility. It simply makes good common 

sense that we would do whatever we 

can to support that cause from the fed-

eral level. Fulfilling a promise we 

made to schools in 1975 is an easy way 

to support that effort. I challenge my 

colleagues to build on the successful 

Senate amendment to fully fund IDEA 

with a bill to fully fund IDEA during 

next year’s reauthorization. 
I also want to challenge my col-

leagues to recognize that a federal 

presence in our state’s education sys-

tems must fit into the structure of 

each state. That has not always been 

the case in my home state of Montana. 
Montana’s very successful education 

system is built on a system of local 

control. Montana’s Constitution is 

built on this premise, giving control of 

most education decisions to local 

school boards rather than to the state. 

This system has proven effective, but 

makes compliance with state oversight 

of federal programs difficult, some-

times impossible. As a result, Montana 

has not been able to meet the testing 

and assessment requirements imple-

mented in 1994, despite recording some 

of the highest student outcomes in the 

nation.
With the strengthening of account-

ability provisions in this bill, I am very 

concerned that Montana’s education 

system may suffer from the inability 

to integrate federal reforms. The con-

struction of Montana law, for example, 

will make any attempt by the state to 

‘‘institute a new curriculum,’’ ‘‘re-

structure the local educational agen-

cy,’’ ‘‘reconstitute school district per-

sonnel,’’ or ‘‘make alternative govern-

ance arrangements,’’ as outlined in 

this year’s bill, an unconstitutional 

measure. I hope my colleagues recog-

nize this incongruity and will work to 

insure that our successful system of 

local control is not stymied by federal 

intervention.
Finally, for all our talk of wanting to 

support public education, I think it is 

unfortunate that we spend an enor-

mous amount of time, energy, and re-

sources in this bill on oversight and ac-

countability measures from the federal 

level. As I’ve just mentioned, our 

state’s successes in education have 

often been the result of local commu-

nities taking on the responsibility to 

build a successful program tailored to 

their individual environment. 
Just as our communities have taken 

on the responsibility of providing their 

students with the best possible edu-

cation at the local level, so must we, at 

the federal level, make decisions that 

support our Federal education goals to 

support local schools and to eliminate 

achievement gaps. To that end, our 

focus must be on improved student out-

comes. I am not convinced that the 

provisions outlined in this bill will 

reach that goal. 
I certainly do not want strict con-

trols to be placed on schools, like those 

in Montana, that have outstanding stu-

dent outcomes on limited budgets. 

Montana’s schools, for example, would 

be much better off with additional 

funds for teacher and principal recruit-

ment and retention programs, school 

maintenance and repair, technology 

hardware and training, and on-going 

professional development opportuni-

ties.
In the end, this bill starts us on a 

very critical path towards addressing 
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the acute and variable needs of schools 
in states as diverse as Montana and 
Florida. This bill takes a good, hard 
look at the role of the federal govern-
ment in our elementary and secondary 
schools for the first time since its in-
ception in 1965. It would be overly opti-
mistic to expect that we could accom-
plish everything necessary to provide 
an ideal environment for closing 
achievement gaps and supporting 
school teachers and administrators 
across the country in this bill. 

We certainly have not reached that 
point yet. But we have done something 
very important in starting that dia-
logue and in attempting to meet that 
need. Again, I challenge my colleagues 
to keep the education debate alive and 
active and to work every day to make 
our schools a place where student suc-
cess is the number one priority. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, the 
conference report we have before us 
represents the first comprehensive 
overhaul of the Federal Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, ESEA, 
in 35 years. And from what all of us 
have learned, overhaul is mandatory. 

Since 1965, the Federal Government 
has pumped more than $135 billion into 
our educational system. Yet despite 
this infusion of funds, achievement 
gaps between students rich and poor, 
disadvantaged and affluent remain 
wide.

In fact, only 13 percent of low-income 
fourth graders score at or above the 
‘‘proficient’’ level on reading tests. As 
the 2000 National Assessment of Edu-
cation Progress shows, the reading 
scores of fourth grade students have 
shown no improvements since 1992. 
That is unacceptable. 

This conference report reflects the 
four principles underlying President 
Bush’s education reform plan—ac-
countability and testing; flexibility 
and local control; funding for what 
works, and expanded parental options. 
President Bush promised that he would 
bring Democrats and Republicans to-
gether to develop an education plan 
that puts children first. And this con-
ference report reflects that commit-
ment.

The House passed this conference re-
port by an overwhelming bipartisan 
vote of 381 to 41. Last June, after we 
debated and voted on more than 40 
amendments to the education reform 
bill, the Senate voted 91–8 in favor of 
the reform measure. I expect a similar 

vote on this final conference report. 
Why is there such strong support for 

this measure? I think the reason is 

simple: we cannot afford as a nation to 

continue to allow our public schools to 

languish. Our children represent the fu-

ture of America, yet they are not get-

ting the best training for their future. 

The first thing we need to do is bring 

greater accountability to the education 

system. This legislation does that. 
It requires States to implement an-

nual reading and math assessments for 

grades 3—8. These annual reading and 

math assessments will give parents the 

information they need to know how 

well their child is doing in school, and 

how well the school is educating their 

child. This is not a Federal learning 

test. The State will be able to select 

and design these tests, while the Fed-

eral Government would provide $400 

million to help the States design and 

administer the tests. 
The conference report also provides 

unprecedented new flexibility for all 50 

States and every local school district 

in America to use Federal funds. Every 

school district would have the freedom 

to transfer up to 50 percent of their 

Federal dollars to various educational 

programs. The conference report at-

tempts to consolidate the myriad Fed-

eral programs that comprise ESEA, re-

ducing the number of programs from 55 

to 45. 
The conference report also provides 

greater choices for families with chil-

dren in failing schools. Parents in such 

schools would be allowed to transfer 

their children to a better-performing 

public or charter school immediately 

after a school is identified as failing. 

Moreover, additional title I funds, ap-

proximately $500 to $1,000 per child, can 

be used to provide supplemental edu-

cational services, including tutoring, 

after-school services and summer 

school programs, for children in failing 

schools.
In addition, the conference report 

provides a major new expansion of the 

charter school initiative, providing 

more opportunities for parents, edu-

cators and interested community lead-

ers to create schools outside the bu-

reaucratic structure of the education 

establishment.
I am very pleased that the conferees 

retained provisions that I authored 

which allow the Education Department 

to provide grants to local schools to de-

velop and implement suicide preven-

tion programs. Moreover, States may 

use Safe and Drug Free funds to fi-

nance suicide prevention programs. 
This is a critically important pro-

gram that desperately needs attention. 

Suicide is the third leading cause of 

death among those 15 to 25 years of 

age, and is the sixth leading cause of 

death among those 5 to 14 years of age. 

In Alaska, suicide is the greatest cause 

of death among high school age youths. 

In fact, Alaska’s suicide rate is more 

than twice the rate for the entire 

United States. 
None of us know the future so we can 

never say with certainty whether this 

conference report will achieve the 

goals that are being set. But we know 

that what we have tried in the past 

with regard to elementary and sec-

ondary education has not worked. Too 

many children in America are being 

left behind. We cannot afford as a soci-

ety and as a community to allow these 

failures to continue. 

I believe this conference report is an 

important first step in changing the 

interaction between Washington and 

local school districts and that the ulti-

mate beneficiaries will be the students 

who will become the leaders of tomor-

row.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, after 

many months of hard work we have be-

fore us today an education bill that 

represents a quantum leap forward for 

America’s children. We have come to-

gether in a common-sense, bipartisan 

way and we should be proud of the 

progress we’ve made. 

The bill is a strong one, and I com-

mend my colleagues for recognizing 

that a quality public education is not a 

conservative or liberal goal. The edu-

cation debate in Washington has too 

often broken down along stale ideolog-

ical lines. With this bill, we are moving 

beyond the false choice of greater in-

vestment versus stricter account-

ability. We’ve struck the right balance 

by both giving more to our schools and 

expecting more in return. This bill in-

creases investment in our schools, 

gives new flexibility to principals and 

superintendents, encourages high 

standards for all children, and holds 

schools accountable for their perform-

ance. Every child in America has a 

right to a world-class education. This 

bill enacts the reforms and provides 

the resources necessary to make this 

right a reality. 

My State of North Carolina has much 

to offer in this debate about national 

education reform. Since coming to the 

Senate, I’ve tried to bring some of 

North Carolina’s successes to the rest 

of the Nation. I am grateful that the 

final bill includes a provision which I 

introduced that will allow States to 

try out a very simple plan we have im-

plemented with great success in North 

Carolina.

Here’s how our program works: im-

mediately after we learn that a school 

is in trouble, we appoint a specially- 

trained Assistance Team composed of 

experienced educators and administra-

tors who are dedicated to a clear and 

specific goal: helping that school get 

back on track. The team begins with 

an intensive review of school oper-

ations to find out what works and what 

doesn’t work. 

Then the team evaluates all of the 

school’s personnel; finally, the team 

works with the school staff and local 

boards of education to make the 

changes necessary to restore edu-

cational quality, to improve student 

performance, basically, to turn the 

school around. It’s a simple idea, but 

sometimes simple ideas can lead to 

dramatic results, and it has worked in 

North Carolina. Now other States will 

also have this same tool in their re-

form arsenal. 

I must confess that I am disappointed 

that some of our Republican colleagues 
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rejected the proposal by Senators HAR-

KIN and HAGEL to fully fund the Indi-

viduals with Disabilities Education 

Act, IDEA. For almost three decades, 

the Federal Government has failed to 

live up to its promise to pay 40 percent 

of special education costs at the local 

level. The Senate approved an emi-

nently reasonable, bipartisan proposal 

to make good on this promise. I regret 

that this long-overdue provision is not 

included in the final bill. 
For all the progress we have made, 

my hope is that this bill will only be 

the beginning of our conversation 

about education reform. It will take 

time to learn whether the changes we 

are making will work and whether the 

resources we are providing are ade-

quate. We must commit to reviewing 

these issues periodically and consist-

ently as the consequences of reform be-

come clearer. Today we take an impor-

tant first step towards a fundamental 

reform of American education. But it is 

only a first step. Even as we approve a 

strong bipartisan bill, we must commit 

ourselves to doing all that we can for 

America’s children in the months and 

years to come. 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 

today in support of the conference re-

port on H.R. 1, the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act Authoriza-

tion Act, the primary Federal law af-

fecting K–12 education today. 
Completion of this reauthorization 

was a long time coming, considering 

that the original reauthorization ex-

pired last year and that the Senate 

passed its bill 6 months ago. It is crit-

ical that the Senate approve this re-

port prior to adjourning for the ses-

sion.
The fact is, while education is pri-

marily a local and State responsibility, 

the seven percent of funding the Fed-

eral Government does provide plays a 

key role in preparing today’s students 

for tomorrow’s workforce. We have 

been faced with the daunting task of 

reauthorizing and revamping the Fed-

eral Government’s entire K–12 commit-

ment, and the passage of this con-

ference report comes not a moment too 

soon for the young men and women of 

America.
We have spent $120 billion in title I 

education funds over the last 35 years, 

yet we have failed to close the achieve-

ment gap between students in high-in-

come and low-income families. We 

spend near the maximum for students 

each year compared to our foreign 

competitors, $5,300 for a primary edu-

cation, yet have one of the poorest test 

records in math, reading and science, 

with only 40 percent of grade school 

students meeting today’s basic reading 

standards and only 20 percent who are 

prepared for high school math. The 

cold hard truth is that with 89 percent 

of our kids in public schools, that is al-

most 50 million students, we cannot af-

ford to let this happen any longer. 

So I applaud President Bush for fol-
lowing through on his promises and 
making education a cornerstone of his 
Presidency. He has continually set the 
proper tone by making a case for en-
suring that greater flexibility goes 
hand-in-hand with accountability. 

Indeed, the conference report before 
us creates unprecedented flexibility for 
States and local educational agencies, 
while increasing accountability to en-
sure that they are getting the job done. 

This reauthorization allows States to 
help schools that have not met their 
annual goal through the dedication of 
additional resources to help turn the 
school around, while guaranteeing stu-
dents access to supplemental services 
to bolster their education. Students 
are not trapped in failing schools, as 
the conference report ensures that stu-
dents in a failing school can transfer to 
another public school if their home 
school is considered to be failing for 
more than 1 year. 

In order to have accountability there 
needs to be some sort of ruler by which 
to measure the school’s success. I am 
pleased that the conference report al-
lows States to determine not only the 
assessment system but also the annual 
achievement goals. 

My own State of Maine has worked 
for several years to develop its own as-
sessment system to ensure that our 
students, and our schools, are achiev-
ing. Having witnessed the evolution of 
Maine’s Learning Results Program 
over the past several years, I would not 
support this conference report if I 
thought that it would interfere with 
Maine’s efforts. To the contrary, I be-
lieve it would build on those efforts, 
and therefore I will support passage of 
the conference report. Additionally, 
passage of the conference report is sup-
ported by Maine’s Commissioner of 
Education, Duke Albanese. 

My support for this package is tem-
pered only by my disappointment that 
the conferees did fully fund the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act 
or IDEA. The Senate, by a unanimous 
vote, supported the inclusion of manda-
tory full funding for IDEA during con-
sideration of the ESEA bill in the 
spring.

IDEA is an unfunded mandate that is 
draining precious resources from our 
States and in each and every commu-
nity. Twenty-six years ago, Congress 
committed to paying 40 percent of 
IDEA funding, and we have yet to come 
close. While Congress has more than 
doubled IDEA funding over the past 5 
years, the Federal Government has not 
contributed more than 15 percent of 
the total cost of IDEA. 

Full funding would free up billions of 
dollars nationwide, and approximately 
$60 million in Maine, freeing up local 
and State education money which can 

then be used for other pressing needs. 

Throughout my tenure in Congress, I 

have fought for full funding of IDEA 

and this is a fight I will not give up. 

Those conferees who opposed includ-

ing the full funding provisions in this 

conference report argued that this pro-

gram cannot be made mandatory until 

the program is reformed and reauthor-

ized. Fortunately, IDEA is due for re-

authorization next year and I will be 

working to ensure that it is fully fund-

ed.
I appreciate the diligence of my col-

leagues who sit on the Senate Health, 

Education, Labor, and Pensions Com-

mittee in this effort, and I look for-

ward to supporting this conference re-

port and sending it to the President for 

his signature. I believe this legislation 

will make an important difference in 

the future of our children as well as 

our Nation. 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I am 

very gratified that the House and Sen-

ate conferees included in the con-

ference report of the elementary and 

secondary education bill the language 

of a resolution I introduced during the 

earlier Senate debate. That resolution 

concerned the teaching of controver-

sies in science. It was adopted 91–8 by 

the Senate. By passing it we were 

showing our desire that students study-

ing controversial issues in science, 

such as biological evolution, should be 

allowed to learn about competing sci-

entific interpretations of evidence. As 

a result of our vote today that position 

is about to become a position of the 

Congress as a whole. 
When the Senate bill was first under 

discussion in this body, I referenced an 

excellent Utah Law Review article, 

Volume 2000, Number 1, by David K. 

DeWolf, Stephen C. Meyer and Mark 

Edward DeForrest. The authors dem-

onstrate that teachers have a constitu-

tional right to teach, and students to 

learn, about scientific controversies, so 

long as the discussion is about science, 

not religion or philosophy. As the edu-

cation bill report language makes 

clear, it is not proper in the science 

classrooms of our public schools to 

teach either religion or philosophy. 

But also, it says, just because some 

think that contending scientific theo-

ries may have implications for religion 

or philosophy, that is no reason to ig-

nore or trivialize the scientific issues 

embodied in those theories. After all, 

there are enormous religious and philo-

sophical questions implied by much of 

what science does, especially these 

days. Thus, it is entirely appropriate 

that the scientific evidence behind 

them is examined in science class-

rooms. Efforts to shut down scientific 

debates, as such, only serve to thwart 

the true purposes of education, science 

and law. 
There is a question here of academic 

freedom, freedom to learn, as well as to 

teach. The debate over origins is an ex-

cellent example. Just as has happened 

in other subjects in the history of 

science, a number of scholars are now 

raising scientific challenges to the 
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usual Darwinian account of the origins 

of life. Some scholars have proposed 

such alternative theories as intelligent 

design. In the Utah law review article 

the authors state, ‘‘. . . The time has 

come for school boards to resist threats 

of litigation from those who would cen-

sor teachers, who teach the scientific 

controversy over origins, and to defend 

their efforts to expand student access 

to evidence and information about this 

timely and compelling controversy.’’ 
The public supports the position we 

are taking today. For instance, na-

tional opinion surveys show—to use 

the origins issue again—that Ameri-

cans overwhelmingly desire to have 

students learn the scientific arguments 

against, as well as for, Darwin’s theory. 

A recent Zogby International poll 

shows the preference on this as 71 per-

cent to 15 percent, with 14 percent un-

decided. The goal is academic excel-

lence, not dogmatism. It is most time-

ly, and gratifying, that Congress is ac-

knowledging and supporting this objec-

tive.
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I am 

pleased that with the passage of this 

legislation, we are on our way to as-

sisting our Nation’s schools in pro-

viding a quality education for each and 

every child. I want to thank Senators 

KENNEDY and GREGG, Congressmen 

BOEHNER and MILLER and their staffs 

for their hard work in crafting a bipar-

tisan piece of legislation that will give 

children the opportunity to succeed in 

the classroom. 
I am also happy to see that this legis-

lation includes an emphasis on math 

and science education. Senator FRIST,

Congressman EHLERS and myself have 

worked hard to make ensure that there 

is a renewed focus on a portion of edu-

cation curricula that needs addressing. 

Scores on the National Assessment for 

Educational Progress, NAEP, test in 

the subject area of science have not im-

proved over the last several years and, 

in fact, have been lower than previous 

years test scores. Seniors in high 

school who took the 2000 NAEP science 

test scored, on average, three points 

lower than those taking the test in 

1996. Only 18 percent correctly an-

swered challenging science questions, 

down from 21 percent and those stu-

dents who knew just the basics dropped 

to 53 percent. This is simply unaccept-

able.
According to an Associated Press ar-

ticle that appeared in the Kansas City 

Star on November 20, many science 

teachers complain that they can’t per-

suade school officials to give them the 

time or money required for training. 

Our math and science provision in this 

bill addresses this very problem 

through a variety of ways, including: 

one, improving and upgrading the sta-

tus and stature of mathematics and 

science teaching by encouraging insti-

tutions of higher education to assume 

greater responsibility for improving 

mathematics and science teacher edu-

cation; two, create career-long oppor-

tunities for ongoing professional devel-

opment for math and science teachers; 

three, provide mentoring opportunities 

for teachers by bringing them together 

with engineers, scientists and mathe-

maticians; and four, develop more rig-

orous math and science curricula. 
This legislation authorizes the math 

and science partnerships at $450 million 

in the first year. I would encourage my 

colleagues, especially in light of the re-

cent NAEP scores, to adequately fund 

this program in order to improve the 

abilities of our teachers to provide 

good, quality instruction in math and 

science.
We are in an age where science and 

technology fields are booming and yet 

we cannot produce students who even 

have an understanding of basic science 

principles. How can we attract stu-

dents into fields that are experiencing 

dramatic shortages such as nursing or 

engineering when they don’t have a 

good background in math and science? 

We have failed our children and I be-

lieve it is imperative to the future of 

our country to make sure that our 

children are adequately prepared in 

math and science subject areas. 
I am disappointed that we did not 

have the opportunity to provide our 

school districts the financial relief 

needed in the area of special education. 

I have strongly supported funding the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act, IDEA, at the full 40 percent and 

yet we will go another year with it 

being inadequately funded by the Fed-

eral Government. We have made dra-

matic improvements in the funding 

levels over the last several years. How-

ever, we are now only providing ap-

proximately 15 percent instead of the 

40 that we said we would commit 26 

years ago. I look forward to working 

with my colleagues who have stated 

throughout the conference their will-

ingness to address this issue next year 

when IDEA will be reauthorized. 
I am pleased with our overall product 

and will be looking forward to seeing 

results in the years to come as our 

States and local districts work to im-

plement the reforms made in this bill. 

I believe the State of Kansas overall 

provides a good education for it’s chil-

dren and I look forward to seeing the 

quality of education in Kansas get even 

better.
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express my opposition to the 

conference report of H.R. 1, The No 

Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Earlier 

this year, I voted in support of S. 1, the 

Better Education for Students and 

Teachers Act, with the belief that we 

were taking the first step toward en-

acting quality education reform in our 

nation’s schools. My support for this 

legislation was to be contingent upon 

taking an essential second step pro-

viding adequate financial resources for 

carrying out these reforms. I will re-
peat now what I said then: unless we 
commit ourselves to providing the re-
sources necessary for States to carry 
out the reforms outlined in the bill, we 
will be doing serious harm to our chil-
dren. I am afraid that in passing this 

bill, we are headed down that very 

path.
First, I want to express my strong 

disappointment that an amendment 

adopted during the Senate’s consider-

ation of this bill, authored by Senator 

HATCH and myself, was dropped in con-

ference. This amendment would have 

re-authorized Department of Justice 

grants for new Boys and Girls Clubs in 

each of the 50 States. In 1997, I was 

proud to join with Senator HATCH and

others to pass bipartisan legislation 

authorizing grants by the Department 

of Justice to fund 2,500 Boys and Girls 

Clubs across the nation. Our bipartisan 

amendment to this education bill 

would have authorized $60 million in 

Department of Justice grants for each 

of the next five years, enabling the es-

tablishment of 1,200 additional Boys 

and Girls Clubs across the nation. 

These new grants would have brought 

the total number of Boys and Girls 

Clubs to 4,000, serving 6,000,000 young 

people by January 1, 2007. 
In my home state of Vermont, these 

federal grants have helped establish six 

Boys and Girls Clubs in Brattleboro, 

Burlington, Montpelier, Randolph, 

Rutland, and Vergennes. Together, 

Vermont’s Boys and Girls Clubs have 

received more than $1 million in De-

partment of Justice grants since 1998. I 

know what a great impact these after 

school opportunities have had in these 

communities, and it is clear to me that 

more resources must be invested in 

order to help our kids lead healthy 

lives and avoid the temptations of drug 

use. I am disappointed that some mem-

bers of the conference committee did 

not want to ensure future funding for 

these successful programs. 
Some of the most publicized and 

often-discussed provisions of the No 

Child Left Behind Act are the expanded 

requirements for measuring student 

performance through annual testing of 

students in grades three through eight 

in math and reading. This conference 

report requires states to develop and 

administer this annual testing. While 

accompanying appropriations will pro-

vide the resources necessary to pay for 

a portion of the costs of developing and 

administering the tests, the funds are 

far less than what will be necessary, 

leaving Vermont and other states with 

large financial gaps to fill. At a time 

when our economy is slowing and 

states are facing difficult budget 

choices, the Federal Government 

should not be placing burdensome, un-

funded mandates on local and state of-

ficials, especially when there are edu-

cation funding commitments the Fed-

eral Government is still yet to meet. 
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With this legislation, Congress had 

before it the opportunity to reverse its 
decades-long transgression in the area 
of special education funding. The con-
ferees rejected a provision adopted dur-
ing the Senate’s consideration of the 
education bill that would have ensured 
that the Federal Government finally 
lived up to its commitment to our chil-
dren with special needs and the com-
munities in which they live. I am deep-
ly troubled by this. When Congress 
first passed the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Act, IDEA, the States were re-
quired to comply with the special edu-

cation provisions, and in exchange, the 

Federal government would contribute 

up to 40 percent of the costs. Instead, 

the Federal contribution is generally 

only 12 to 15 percent, far from the 

promised 40 percent. The provision in-

cluded in the Senate-passed bill would 

have required the government to con-

tribute the 40 percent by changing the 

Federal contribution from discre-

tionary spending to mandatory. In 

Vermont, countless communities 

struggle each year to pass their local 

school budgets, hampered by the high 

costs of providing special education. 

The actions of the conferees fail to pro-

vide the relief States are owed, and 

have instead placed additional man-

dates that State and local education 

officials must find a way to address. 
In addition to the inadequate re-

sources provided for special education, 

and for implementation of the assess-

ment provisions, I am concerned about 

the extensive Federal control exerted 

in this bill over the evaluation of 

whether a school is failing. I am par-

ticularly concerned about the defini-

tion of what constitutes a failing 

school, especially because this is a de-

termination that could ultimately lead 

to the elimination of Federal funds for 

that school. Finally, I find troubling 

the degree to which this legislation in-

creases Federal control over teacher 

qualification and greatly increases ad-

ministrative paperwork for the States. 
Current statistics leave no doubt 

that some schools in our country are 

failing—education reform is necessary 

in some parts of our country. One of 

the fundamental problems with this 

legislation, however, is that in recog-

nizing the areas in our education sys-

tem that are failing and in need of as-

sistance, it fails to recognize the suc-

cessful things happening in education 

in some States. My state of Vermont 

leads the Nation with its innovative 

and effective policies for assessing stu-

dent performance and providing nec-

essary technical assistance to strug-

gling schools. This new Federal legisla-

tion will require that Vermont aban-

don its home-grown successful tools 

and implement—at a high cost—new 

tools selected by Federal lawmakers 

that appear to be aimed at failing 

schools in our Nation’s urban areas. 

This legislation will require schools to 

make major changes in a short period 

of time without the resources nec-

essary to implement these changes. 

With difficult financial times ahead for 

many States, including Vermont, this 

Federal law will force State legisla-

tures to make very difficult budget 

choices in order to comply with these 

new Federal mandates. 
I commend the bipartisan effort that 

has gone into crafting this legislation. 

I know that my colleagues all want to 

ensure that our Nation’s children have 

access to the quality education they 

deserve. Unfortunately, despite these 

efforts, the legislation that has been 

pieced together does more harm than 

good for school children in Vermont. 

While there are some positive reforms 

included in the final measure, there is 

far more that will hurt Vermont’s local 

educational efforts and cost the State 

dearly in financial resources. As the 

former chairman of the Education 

Committee for many years, and as a 

leader in education policy, my distin-

guished colleague from Vermont, Sen-

ator JEFFORDS, understands better 

than most the impact that this bill will 

have on our home State. During this 

debate, Senator JEFFORDS’ continued 

perseverance on the issue of increased 

Federal special education funding has 

been outstanding, and I commend his 

tireless advocacy on behalf of our Na-

tion’s schoolchildren. 
I regret I am not able to support this 

legislation today. And I regret that we 

will likely find ourselves on the Senate 

floor sometime soon, once again dis-

cussing education reform efforts. Next 

time, though, I believe we will be here 

to discuss how to fix the harm we have 

done in passing the legislation before 

us today. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I rise 

to say a few words about the Con-

ference report to the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act also known 

as the Better Education for Students 

and Teachers Act, H.R. 1. 
First of all, I want to thank Presi-

dent Bush for his leadership on this im-

portant issue, which he has made a cor-

nerstone of his domestic agenda. He is 

to be commended for this commitment 

to local control of education, and for 

‘‘leaving no child behind.’’ 
As a former civics and history teach-

er and school board chairman, I know 

that decisions regarding education are 

best executed at the local level, and 

that we should not run our public 

schools from Washington DC. 
Although the Senate’s education bill, 

S. 1, lacked several important reform 

provisions, I voted for the bill’s passage 

on June 14 of this year. 
I supported the bill because I wanted 

to move the ball forward to improve 

our nation’s educational system. I sup-

ported the bill because I am tired of 

the status quo. 
I am tired of failing schools, and 

smart kids who are trapped in them. I 

am tired of money that is directed to 

our classrooms being spent on bureauc-

racy. I am tired of the United States’ 

academic progress falling far behind 

that of other nations. 
The reconciled education bill will 

make modest but necessary and much 

needed reforms with the goal of mak-

ing lasting improvements for our na-

tion’s schools. 
Bill Bennett, the Secretary of Edu-

cation under President Ronald Reagan 

and one of the most respected leaders 

in the education reform movement, 

said in a recent article that there are 

several basic ingredients to a quality 

education for America’s children. 

These ingredients are: 
First, strong leadership and excellent 

teachers;
Second, principals and teachers shar-

ing a common vision of the school’s 

academic mission with clearly defined 

goals which are adhered to; 
Third, a commitment to homework 

and testing; 
Fourth, teaching character edu-

cation; and 
Fifth, a successful school hinges on 

parents being involved in the academic 

lives of their children. 
I agree with Mr. Bennett completely. 
I want to first speak about funding 

for the Individuals with Disabilities 

Act, or IDEA as it is commonly called. 

I have heard from a number of New 

Hampshire constituents who are con-

cerned about the Federal Government’s 

commitment to funding our share of 

the costs associated with educating 

children with disabilities. IDEA does 

receive substantial funding increases 

in this bill. I support fully funding the 

IDEA mandate, and I am also com-

mitted to making sure that localities 

have more flexibility and that true re-

forms, such as cost control, are enacted 

to IDEA. 
I look forward to addressing IDEA 

next year when this bill is reauthorized 

by Congress. I hope to be able to offer 

amendments to reform and improve 

this important legislation at that time. 
I am also proud to report that this 

bill reflects the principles of two out of 

three amendments that I passed during 

consideration of S. 1. The first amend-

ment requires the Department of Edu-

cation to initiate a study on sexual 

abuse in our nation’s schools. This is a 

very serious problem that, unfortu-

nately, has received very little na-

tional attention, and I am glad that 

this amendment was included in the 

final bill. 
The second amendment applies ‘‘Dol-

lars to the Classroom’’ principles to all 

Federal formula grant programs, and 

directs 95 percent of this money to the 

local level. 
Unfortunately, the vast majority of 

all federal education funds do not go to 

schools or school districts. 
According to the Heritage Founda-

tion, audits from around the country 
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have found as little as 26 percent of 

school district funds are being spent on 

classroom expenditures. Classroom ex-

penditures are defined as expenditures 

for teachers and materials. 
Twenty six percent is unacceptable 

to me. 
Heritage also found that my home 

State of New Hampshire only receives 

47 cents to the dollar of federal edu-

cation money. What becomes of the re-

maining 53 cents? 
Many of my colleagues believe that 

throwing more money at our education 

system will solve all of its problems. 
I respectfully disagree, and let me 

briefly tell you why. 
Over the last 36 years, the federal 

government has spent more than $130 

billion to shrink the scholastic 

achievement gap between rich and poor 

students.
I am here to report that not much 

has improved. 
Poor students lag behind their peers 

by 20 percent even though the scope of 

the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act (ESEA) has expanded. 
In fact, the average fourth grader 

today who comes from a low-income 

family reads at two grade levels less 

than his or her peer in that same class-

room.
One of the biggest reasons for this 

failure is that very little account-

ability exists for how all of this money 

is spent. 
Greater accountability and flexi-

bility, not more money, is the key to 

education reform. 
I am also proud to report that the 

House/Senate agreement would provide 

all States and local school districts 

with the flexibility to shift Federal 

dollars earmarked for one specific pur-

pose to other uses that more effec-

tively address their needs and prior-

ities.
States would now be allowed to make 

spending decisions with up to 50 per-

cent of most of their non-title I admin-

istrative funds that they receive from 

the Federal Government. 
The proposal would give every State 

the freedom to choose alternative uses 

for these funds within certain broad 

guidelines; for example, technology 

funds could now be used by the state to 

improve teacher quality. States can 

also use Federal funding to improve 

education for disadvantaged students. 
In addition, every local school dis-

trict will be able to transfer up to half 

of its non-title I funds at its discretion. 
I am also pleased to report that the 

proposal would also allow 150 districts 

to apply for waivers from most Federal 

education rules and requirements asso-

ciated with a variety of ESEA pro-

grams, as long as they obtain certain 

achievement levels for their lower-in-

come students. 
Additionally, seven States will re-

ceive additional flexibility, making it 

possible for State and local education 

agencies to enter into State-local 

‘‘flexibility partnerships’’ to coordi-

nate their efforts and put Federal re-

sources to their most effective use for 

students.
Although these provisions fall short 

of what was originally envisioned for 

the Straight A’s concept, I am pleased 

that we have a foundation on which to 

build regarding funding flexibility. 
It is my hope that these States and 

school districts will effectively dem-

onstrate that less government heavy- 

handedness, with more local control 

and broader decision making power at 

the local level is the key to improving 

schools in this nation. 
The conference report also consoli-

dates wasteful federal programs. 
The proposal would reduce the over-

all number of ESEA programs to 45, 

which is 10 fewer programs than in cur-

rent law, and 34 fewer programs than in 

the Senate-passed legislation. The pro-

posal would accomplish this by stream-

lining programs and targeting re-

sources to existing programs that serve 

poor students. 
Additionally, H.R. 1 would, for the 

first time, require States to begin 

using annual statewide assessments 

and insisting that states show that 

progress is being made toward nar-

rowing the achievement gap. 
National testing and federally-ad-

ministered exams would be prohibited: 

States would be able to design tests 

that are consistent with its current 

academic standards—not Washington 

D.C.’s standards. States would need to 

ensure that student academic achieve-

ment results could be compared from 

year to year within the State, and fed-

eral funding will be provided to States 

so they can develop their annual as-

sessments. I also believe that parents 

should have a choice in schooling op-

tions for their children. This can come 

in the form of tax credits, the option to 

change to another public school, or pri-

vate school vouchers. Under the agree-

ment reached by the House and Senate, 

approximately a portion of title I fund-

ing would, for the first time ever, be 

used to allow parents to obtain supple-

mental educational services for their 

children. These services include tutor-

ing, after-school services, and summer 

school programs. 
I am pleased that private, church-re-

lated and religiously-affiliated pro-

viders would be eligible to provide sup-

plemental services to disadvantaged 

students. For the first time ever, Fed-

eral title I funds would be permitted to 

flow to private, faith-based educational 

providers. Another component of H.R. 1 

would provide parents with the oppor-

tunity for a child trapped in a failing 

school to transfer to a better public 

school, including a charter school, with 

their transportation costs paid for. Al-

though I would have preferred Federal 

funding being permitted to flow to pri-

vate schools as well, I am glad that we 

obtained a good, first step toward the 

goal of greater accountability in our 

schools. H.R. 1 contains language to 

push States and local districts to take 

responsibility for ensuring teacher 

quality through testing and certifi-

cation. It also protects teachers who 

are trying to maintain order in the 

classroom by shielding them from friv-

olous lawsuits. Finally, there are sev-

eral provisions in the reconciled bill 

which will give rights to parents that 

were not available to them previously. 

Schools must now develop a policy to 

allow parents the right to inspect sur-

veys given to their children as well as 

instructional material used as cur-

riculum for their child’s education. 

Parents must be notified about surveys 

and medical exams and will have the 

right to opt their child out of them. In 

addition, parents have new rights to 

see the National Assessment of Edu-

cational Progress (NAEP) test, com-

ment on it, and to receive a response to 

their concerns. Parents may also 

choose to opt their child out of the 

NAEP exam. 

I am pleased with several aspects of 

H.R. 1, because it: Attempts to close 

the achievement gap; provides flexi-

bility to States and school districts; 

promotes accountability and teacher 

excellence; increases parental involve-

ment; provides for a limited education 

choice component; and finally, this leg-

islation returns decisions regarding 

education back to the local level, 

where they belong. 

Our children are the future of this 

Nation. Now, more than ever, we need 

to guarantee that they will receive a 

quality education and that federal 

money will flow to where it is most ef-

fective. We need to support our kinds 

and push them to excel. We need to 

equip teachers to effectively educate 

our children. And we need to empower 

parents to be more involved in the lives 

of their children. Although there are 

still aspects of the conference report 

that I wish were stronger, I am pleased 

that we are taking incremental steps 

to raise the grades for our Nation’s 

schools.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, when we 

first began the debate on the education 

reauthorization bill, I came to the floor 

calling for three simple things—re-

form, resources, and results. 

Overall, I believe this education bill 

makes a significant step toward 

achieving these three goals, and I want 

to highlight some of the bill’s impor-

tant provisions. 

The bill includes improved targeting 

of federal funds to the neediest commu-

nities and increases support for Lim-

ited English Proficient and migrant 

students.

It continues our federal commitment 

to improve public schools by reducing 

class sizes and overcrowding in order to 

provide safe and orderly places for 
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learning. This will improve the per-

formance of students and teachers in 

our public schools. 
Because I am a firm believer in 

school testing and accountability 

standards when properly structured, I 

am pleased that my colleagues were 

able to reach a compromise so that the 

federal government will pay its fair 

share in supporting the new standards 

in schools. 
This bill also maintains the emer-

gency school repair and construction 

program, and ensures that every class-

room will be led by a qualified teacher. 
But the provision of this bill of which 

I am most pleased is the Title V provi-

sion on afterschool programs. This 

Title includes the afterschool amend-

ment that I offered with my colleague 

Senator ENSIGN.
Studies have shown that services 

such as afterschool programs are some 

of the most important weapons against 

juvenile crime by keeping our kids out 

of the streets. 
Afterschool programs provide aca-

demically-enriched services during the 

hours of 2 p.m. and 8 p.m., which the 

FBI reports are the times when chil-

dren are most likely to be involved in 

crimes and other delinquent behavior. 
This is why I strongly believe in the 

21 Century Community Learning Cen-

ters program and am delighted that 

this authorization bill contains the 

first ever multi-year authorization for 

afterschool services. 
Although my amendment would have 

provided a total of $4.5 billion in fund-

ing for fiscal year 2008, I am extremely 

pleased that this bill makes a signifi-

cant step forward in achieving this 

goal by authorizing over $300 million in 

additional funds for fiscal year 2002 for 

a total of $1.25 billion. This bill then 

increases funding levels by $250 million 

each year for the next five years. 
This will allow for a total of $2.5 bil-

lion in 2007 and will provide nearly four 

million children in need access to 

afterschool programs. 
Finally, I want to mention one thing 

this bill does not include that it 

should. The federal government needs 

to meet its commitment by contrib-

uting 40 percent of the average per 

pupil expenditure toward the funding 

of special education programs. 
Providing full funding of the Individ-

uals with Disabilities in Education Act 

would have helped alleviate some of 

the strain placed upon school districts 

to educate both regular and special 

education students. 
While I regret that we were not able 

to include mandatory full funding for 

special education programs, I know 

that my colleagues and I will not rest 

until this finally becomes a reality. 
Reform plus Resources equals Re-

sults. This is the recipe to a successful 

public school system. Just like any 

good recipe, we cannot reasonably ex-

pect to have a successful public edu-

cation system if we are not willing to 

put forth the necessary resources. 
I believe that this Education Reau-

thorization bill symbolizes the willing-

ness of all parties to put aside their dif-

ferences and work toward the better-

ment of our children. 
Make no mistake, we still have a 

long way to go toward fully supporting 

our public education system, but I be-

lieve that this bill is a positive step 

forward in achieving this goal. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 

rise today to support the final con-

ference report on the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act, ESEA, and I 

commend Senator KENNEDY and all the 

conferees for their hours of negotia-

tions to forge consensus on this vital 

legislation.
This package outlines our major Fed-

eral framework for education policy for 

the coming years. The bill requires new 

emphasis on achievement through an-

nual testing and school report cards, 

but it also calls for new investments to 

reach these higher education goals. We 

must have higher education standards. 

This bill creates new goals through the 

Adequate Yearly Progress, AYP, stand-

ards, which charts a 12-year strategy to 

achieve education goals, with meaning-

ful measurement along the way, to en-

sure that all children, especially dis-

advantaged students, get help and 

make strides. Students in schools that 

are struggling and fail to meet the 

standards will have the option of after- 

school tutoring, which is a good com-

promise to ensure help to students 

without using controversial private 

school vouchers that drain needed re-

sources from public schools. 
While high standards are crucial, it 

takes real resources to achieve them. 

This legislation authorizes meaningful 

increases in title I funding for dis-

advantaged schools and IDEA. This 

year, West Virginia received $73.7 mil-

lion in title I funding. Today’s legisla-

tion authorizes new investments in 

title I; depending on the final negotia-

tions in the pending Labor-HHS-Edu-

cation appropriation conference, West 

Virginia will receive between $78.8 mil-

lion to $80.9 million for title I, which 

will be essential to achieving our new 

goals. However, pushing for the addi-

tional resources is not a single event; 

it will mean hard work on appropria-

tions for the next 6 years. I am com-

mitted to working with Senator KEN-

NEDY and others to deliver on the need-

ed funding to fulfill our promises on 

education.
This is a major legislative initiative. 

I particularly want to note the empha-

sis on reading for young children. 

Teaching a child to read, and read well, 

is a fundamental building block for 

education. We should be proud of the 

bill’s provisions highlighting reading 

and literacy, and its special support for 

reading programs for preschool and 

early grades. I am also pleased about 

the new emphasis on drop-prevent pro-
grams and parental involvement. In ad-
dition, this legislation protects and 
continues some key education pro-
grams, including the Safe and Drug- 
Free School program which I worked to 
create more than a decade ago. We all 
understand the importance of school 
safety and protecting children from the 
dangers of drugs and alcohol. 

Our bill requires that all teachers be 
qualified in their subjects by the school 
year beginning in 2005. This will be a 
challenge in West Virginia and many 
States, especially in crucial subject 
areas like math and science. When I 
talk with business leaders in my State, 
they bring up the importance and the 
difficulties of attracting teachers who 
are qualified, especially in math and 
science. Given the national shortage of 
teachers, this will be hard to achieve, 
but we simply must ensure that our 
teachers are qualified in their subjects 
if we hope to achieve the adequate 
yearly progress standards. 

In the Senate, we voted to fulfill our 
Federal commitment to fully fund the 
IDEA program, which suggests that the 
Federal Government pay 40 percent of 
the costs of educating children with 
disabilities. However, while progress 
was made on better funding for IDEA, 
we did not reach the Senate goal of full 
mandatory funding, and this is a real 
disappointment to me. 

We need accountability and high 
standards, but we also need invest-
ments to achieve those key goals. This 
legislation provides the framework for 
success. It will up to President Bush 
and the Congress to work together over 
the coming years to secure the invest-
ment needed to fill in this bold plan for 
education reform. 

Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. President, the 
Senate is about to vote on one of the 
most important pieces of legislation 
that we have debated this year. The El-
ementary and Secondary Education 
Act has provided the framework for the 
Federal role in education for more than 
35 years. The conference report cur-
rently before us, the ‘‘No Child Left Be-
hind Act,’’ will chart the course for the 
Federal role in education for the next 6 
years and beyond. 

I strongly support maintaining local 
control over decisions affecting our 
children’s day-to-day classroom experi-
ences. The Federal Government has an 
important role to play in supporting 
our States and school districts as they 
carry out one of their most important 
responsibilities, the education of our 
children.

Every child in this country has the 
right to a free public education. Every 
child. That is an awesome responsi-
bility, and one that should not have to 
be shouldered by local communities 
alone. The States and the Federal Gov-
ernment are partners in this worthy 
goal, and ESEA is the document that 
outlines the Federal Government’s re-
sponsibilities to our Nation’s children, 
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to those who educate them, and to our 

States and local school districts. 
It is with this conference report that 

we must find the right balance between 

local control and Federal targeting and 

accountability guidelines for the Fed-

eral dollars that are so crucial to local 

school districts throughout the United 

States.
I remain opposed to the new feder-

ally-mandated annual tests in grades 3– 

8. I am concerned that adding another 

layer of testing could result in a gen-

eration of students who know how to 

take tests, but who don’t have the 

skills necessary to become successful 

adults. I am pleased that the con-

ference committee retained a Senate 

provision to ensure that the tests that 

are used are of a high quality and that 

the conference included language to 

ensure that the test results are easy to 

understand and are useful for teachers 

and school districts to help improve 

student achievement. 
I fear that this new annual testing 

requirement will disproportionately af-

fect disadvantaged students. We should 

ensure that all students have an equal 

opportunity to succeed in school. I am 

pleased that this conference report au-

thorizes a 20-percent increase in title I 

funding for fiscal year 2002 and that it 

authorizes additional increases for this 

crucial funding in each of the next 5 

years, 2003–2007. I am also pleased that 

the conference report includes lan-

guage to ensure that these dollars are 

targeted to students who need them 

the most. I will continue to work to en-

sure that Title I is fully funded. 
I am pleased that the conference re-

port includes language to ensure that 

the States will not have to implement 

or administer this new Federal testing 

mandate unless the Federal Govern-

ment provides a specific amount of 

funding. While the true cost of this 

mandate is still unclear, it is clear that 

the Federal Government should provide 

adequate funding for this new require-

ment.
I regret that the House-Senate con-

ference voted to strip a Senate provi-

sion that would have guaranteed full 

funding of the federal share of the Indi-

viduals with Disabilities Education 

Act, IDEA. This action, coupled with 

the new Federal testing mandate, could 

push already stretched local education 

budgets to the breaking point. I will 

continue to work for fiscally respon-

sible full funding of the Federal share 

of IDEA when the Senate considers re-

authorization of that important law 

next year. 
This debate gave Congress the oppor-

tunity to strengthen public education 

in America. Unfortunately, many of 

the provisions contained in the con-

ference may undermine public edu-

cation by blurring the lines between 

public and private, between church and 

state, and between local control and 

Federal mandates. Because this con-

ference does not provide the resources 

necessary to implement its goals, it 

will leave many children behind. For 

those reasons, I will vote against it. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

rise in support of the conference report 

to accompany H.R. 1, the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001. President Bush has 

provided the leadership for this land-

mark education reform bill. I also com-

mend the conference members and Sen-

ate leadership on forging an agreement 

that revises and improves the role of 

the Federal Government in the edu-

cation of our children. 
The education of the children and 

youth of our Nation is a cause I have 

served for many years. In fact, my first 

job, upon graduation from Clemson, 

was as a teacher and coach. Later, I 

served as the County Superintendent of 

Education in Edgefield County, SC. 

There have been many changes over 

the years within the educational sys-

tem of our Nation in structure, policy, 

technology and methods. However, 

there are principles which remain con-

stant. The fundamentals of successful 

teaching, caring teachers, prepared 

students, and involved parents, have 

not changed. This conference report 

builds on those fundamentals. 
This legislation reflects the prin-

ciples set down by President Bush in 

his education reform proposal. While it 

does not include all that we might have 

wished, I believe that it will serve the 

students of the Nation well. The Presi-

dent asked us to link funding to scho-

lastic achievement and accountability, 

expand parental options, maintain 

local control, and improve the flexi-

bility of Federal educational programs. 

This conference report delivers on all 

of these reforms. 
First, I am very pleased with the ac-

countability provisions of this legisla-

tion. I believe the testing and reporting 

provisions are the most promising re-

forms. School performance reports and 

statewide results will give parents and 

educators much-needed information 

about their students’ progress. These 

provisions, along with the expanded 

school choice provisions, should pro-

vide our schools with sufficient incen-

tives to make improvements. 
The streamlining of Department of 

Education programs will allow local 

schools to focus on educating children 

rather than filing paperwork. As a 

former Governor, I am especially 

pleased that the legislation will also 

enhance local control by allowing local 

school boards more discretion in how 

they spend their education funds. 
In addition, the legislation author-

izes a number of specific programs 

which I supported as the Senate de-

bated this bill and I am pleased to see 

these included in the conference report. 

The President’s Early Reading First 

program will help boost reading readi-

ness for children in high-poverty areas. 

The Troops-to-Teachers Program is an 

innovative approach to bring experi-

enced individuals into the classroom 

and helps our former Servicemembers 

with their transition to civilian life. 

Finally, I strongly supported an 

amendment, the ‘’Boy Scouts of Amer-

ica Equal Access Act.’’ This provision 

will ensure that our patriotic youth 

groups will be allowed access to public 

schools.
In South Carolina, while we are im-

proving in our educational perform-

ance, we have a long way to go. This 

legislation, will greatly assist us in our 

goal to leave no South Carolina child 

behind. Again, I thank the President 

for his leadership on this issue. I am 

pleased to join in my support of this 

legislation which will help improve the 

education of the youth and children of 

our great Nation. 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, if 

there is one thing that the Senate can 

agree on, it is the obligation we have 

to help prepare our children for the fu-

ture. Even as we recognize the impor-

tance of education, we must ask our-

selves, if this government function is 

so important, how do we best meet this 

obligation?
This bill does not meet our children’s 

education needs in the best way pos-

sible. This bill throws money at prob-

lems that can ultimately only be re-

solved by more parental involvement, 

and it violates our Nation’s long-held 

tradition of federalism in which duties 

not expressly assigned to the Federal 

Government are assigned to the State 

and local level. By seeking to abolish 

the role that State and local govern-

ments, specifically locally elected 

school boards, have in our children’s 

education, I fear will put us on the slip-

pery slope to the eventual federaliza-

tion of all education in this country. 
Despite its grave faults, the con-

ference report to H.R. 1, the Better 

Education for Students and Teachers 

Act contains several provisions that I 

favor.
The bill contains a modest perform-

ance partnership provision that will 

help us build on the Education Flexi-

bility Partnership Act that I worked to 

help pass in the 106th Congress that al-

lows States to consolidate Federal edu-

cation programs to meet local needs. 
H.R. 1 also expands local flexibility 

and control by block-granting funds, 

consolidating many programs, and in-

cludes another amendment that I spon-

sored to allow local districts to spend 

title II funds, if they desire, on pupil 

services personnel. 
On balance, however, these token al-

lowances to local control are insuffi-

cient to outweigh the all out assault on 

local control represented by this bill. 
As a former Governor and mayor, 

I’ve seen how well State and local gov-

ernments can respond to the needs of 

the people they serve. The Federal 

Government cannot and does not have 

a better understanding of how to serve 
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the millions of students in local school 

districts across this great country. 

That is the responsibility of sovereign 

local school boards working together 

with parents, educators and commu-

nity leaders. Congress is not the na-

tional school board and any attempt by 

it to play that role will result in a Fed-

eral curriculum of one-size-fits-all pro-

grams that fail to prepare a nation of 

students for the challenges ahead. 
Our forefathers specifically warned 

us against the urge to federalize in the 

10th amendment: 

The powers not delegated to the United 

States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 

by it to the states, are reserved to the states 

respectively, or to the people. 

Education is one such responsibility. 

Since our country’s creation, those at 

the local level have been responsible 

for educating our children. In fact, 

only in the past 35 years has the Fed-

eral Government even had much of a 

role in education policy, albeit a small 

one.
The reason for this is that the edu-

cational environments of our children 

greatly vary by region, just as the 

economies of our Nation’s regions 

greatly vary. Therefore, universal edu-

cation solutions will always elude us. 
As my colleagues know, the Federal 

Government currently provides ap-

proximately 7 percent of all money 

spent on education in America, while 

93 percent is spent by local and State 

educators. Indeed, in spite of this lim-

ited expenditure of Federal funds, Con-

gress is saying with this bill that the 

Federal Government has the right to 

dictate that every school district in 

America will test their students from 

grades 3 through 8. 
This testing will occur regardless of 

how well students are performing in 

their particular school districts, and 

despite the fact that most of our states 

have mechanisms already in place that 

test students’ educational perform-

ances.
I can assure you that there are many 

teachers in Ohio who are going to be 

saying, ‘‘here we go again.’’ We already 

have in place statewide standardized 

tests in Ohio, which were controversial 

enough when they were established, I 

speak from first-hand experience here. 

Yet these tests have been good meas-

ures of the progress students are mak-

ing and were, in fact, recently revised 

to be even more effective. Even these 

statewide tests have been criticized by 

local voices, however, for being too 

centralized to be effective. That’s be-

cause the tradition of local control of 

education is zealously guarded in our 

Nation and will not be easily surren-

dered.
This bill also steps on State and local 

control in its provisions addressing 

failing schools. What this bill fails to 

appreciate is that many states, such as 

my home State of Ohio, are already ad-

dressing the needs of failing schools by 

increasing accountability, measuring 

school performance, building the ca-

pacity of local schools and district 

leaders, and providing significant re-

source assistance to low-performing 

and at-risk schools. 
Also under H.R. 1, the Federal Gov-

ernment would be able to tell States 

that its teachers in many schools must 

meet certain Federal qualification and 

certification requirements. 
Further, the Federal Government 

would tell school districts how to spend 

funds in a number of areas including: 

reading; teacher development; tech-

nology; and programs for students with 

limited English language skills, in-

stead of providing States and local 

school districts with full flexibility to 

spend funds on their own identified pri-

orities.
Many groups, from the American As-

sociation of School Administrators to 

the National Conference of State Leg-

islators are opposing passage of this 

conference report, in large part because 

of its increase in the scope and influ-

ence of the Federal Government into 

education matters best left to our 

States and localities. 
None of these provisions are, on their 

face, bad for education. What is trou-

bling is the direction in which these 

measures lead us. Make no mistake, 

with this bill we take a giant leap for-

ward toward federalizing our education 

system. We should not let Federal bu-

reaucrats become the national school 

board.
Besides violating a long-held prin-

ciple regarding State and local control 

over schools, the bill’s fatal flaw is 

that it increases authorized spending 

for education by more than 41 percent 

over last year’s budget. 
According to the Congressional Re-

search Service, CRS, ESEA spending 

totaled $18.6 billion in fiscal year 2001. 

The total authorization level for this 

conference report for fiscal year 2002 is 

$26.3 billion. If this level of funding is 

appropriated, that is more than a 41- 

percent increase. However, according 

to CRS, 16 of the programs listed in 

this ESEA bill are listed at unspecified 

authorization levels, and, therefore, 

are not included in that $26.3 billion 

level. So the final cost to the taxpayer 

may well be higher. 
When you consider that the House 

and Senate agreed to a budget resolu-

tion that included a modest increase in 

Federal spending over last year’s budg-

et of approximately 5 percent, it’s obvi-

ous that if we are to fund ESEA with a 

41-percent increase, many legitimate 

functions that are the true responsi-

bility of the Federal Government may 

not be met. Our situation has been ex-

acerbated by a war and a recession. 
The response to these concerns are, 

of course, ‘‘But Senator VOINOVICH, are 

you saying that our children do not de-

serve all that we can provide them?’’ 

My response to that shallow criticism 

is, in fact, ‘‘Yes, our children deserve 
all that we can provide them, such as a 
strong military, and adequate funding 
for transportation and health research, 
prescription drugs and unemployment 
insurance and all the myriad other 
worthy efforts in which the Federal 
Government engages.’’ 

We pursue this bill and provide this 
unsustainable amount of funding au-
thorization as if our Federal Govern-
ment has no other obligations. In a 
perfect world, I would love to be able to 
provide this much money for edu-
cation, but a perfect world isn’t gov-
erned by a budget resolution and a per-
fect world doesn’t come with other ex-
pensive priorities that must fit within 
a finite pool of dollars. 

It is high-time for Congress to stand- 
up and show that it has the courage to 
be fiscally responsible, to prioritize our 
spending on the basis of those respon-
sibilities that are truly Federal in na-
ture, and to make the tough choices. It 
is completely irresponsible to issue 
new debt and further burden our chil-
dren in the name of preparing them for 
their futures. The two are irreconcil-
able and highlight one of the major 
faults of this bill. 

While I realize that the conference 
report to H.R. 1 will pass and will like-
ly be signed into law, I cannot in good 
conscience vote in favor of this legisla-
tion. It is a well-intentioned bill but 
spends far too much money at a time 
when we can least afford it, and on pri-
orities that are better left to our State 
and local governments. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the No 
Child Left Behind Act provides the au-
thorization for Federal assistance to 
States for the education of the children 
of our Nation. 

I support this conference report, and 
I am pleased with the emphasis on 
flexibility it permits for State and 
local educators. I appreciate very much 
the courtesies shown to me during the 
consideration of this bill by the chair-
man, Mr. KENNEDY, and ranking mem-
ber, Mr. GREGG, of the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions Committee. 
The conference report includes several 
programs which are of particular inter-
est to me, and were the subject of an 
amendment I offered and was accepted 
by the Senate during our initial consid-
eration of H.R. 1. 

The National Writing Project is one 
such program. This provides teacher 
training in the effective teaching of 
writing at 164 sites located in 50 States, 
the District of Columbia and Puerto 
Rico. It has been a Federal program for 
10 years, and is the only Federal assist-
ance program aimed at writing. 

Another area of interest is targeted 
to young children before they begin 
school, and helps ensure they are ready 
to learn when they arrive at school. 

The public television program, Ready 

to Learn, was launched in 1994, and was 

initially authorized by legislation au-

thored by the chairman and myself. 
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The essence of Ready to Learn is a full 

day of non-violent, commercial-free, 

educational children’s television pro-

gramming broadcast free of charge to 

every American household. This daily 

broadcast includes some of the most 

popular, award-winning and engaging 

programming available today such as 

Arthur, Clifford, and Reading Between 

the Lions. 
Other programs that have proved to 

be of great assistance to local school 

districts which are included provide 

grants for arts, civics, and foreign lan-

guage education. These grants enable 

schools to provide enhanced, competi-

tive education opportunities to stu-

dents in all parts of the country. 
I am especially pleased with the op-

portunities authorized in reading in-

struction and assessment. The bill pro-

vides incentives to schools to seek out 

programs with research based and 

proven methods as described by the Na-

tional Reading Panel. 
Also authorized is funding for the Na-

tional Board of Teaching Standards, 

which is responsible for providing a 

voluntary assessment base for teachers 

in all disciplines. This is a very sought 

after resource for professional develop-

ment as well as assessment. The teach-

ers in my State, for example, are given 

financial incentive to seek the certifi-

cation of the board. Teachers report 

that the process for the certification 

makes them better and happier teach-

ers.
These are a few of the programs in 

which I’ve been personally involved 

throughout the consideration of the No 

Child Left Behind Act. 
I am very hopeful that the new edu-

cation authorizations and the reau-

thorization of effective education pro-

grams will bring better learning oppor-

tunities to all of America’s students. 
Mr. NELSON OF Nebraska. Mr. 

President, I rise to announce my oppo-

sition to this conference report. 
During my campaign for the Senate 

last year I promised the people of Ne-

braska that if George W. Bush occupied 

the White House, I would support him 

when I believed he was right, and op-

pose him when I thought he was wrong. 

In my first year in the Senate, I have 

worked with the Bush administration 

to negotiate a tax cut, craft a com-

promise on a Patient’s Bill of Rights, 

and, recently, negotiate an economic 

stimulus package. I have kept my 

promise to work with President Bush 

when he is right, and now I must keep 

my promise to oppose him when he is 

wrong.
As Governor of Nebraska, I repeat-

edly protested the Federal Govern-

ment’s practice of imposing unfunded 

Federal mandates on the States, re-

quiring the States to do something 

without providing the adequate fund-

ing for them to do it. 
The President’s plan will impose a 

massive unfunded mandate on Ne-

braska in the form of annual testing, 
and it fails to provide relief from a pre-
vious mandate imposed by the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act. 
Because of these mandates, I do not be-
lieve that the President’s plan will im-
prove education in Nebraska and I am 
deeply concerned that it may likely 
cause greater financial harm. 

The lack of IDEA funding is the bill’s 
biggest failure, and my primary reason 
for opposing it. When Congress passed 
the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act in 1975, it promised to pay 
40 percent of the cost of educating chil-
dren with special needs. Since then, it 
has never contributed more than 15 
percent of the funding for special edu-
cation, with the States left to cover 
the shortfall, placing a greater strain 
on local property taxes. 

When the Senate originally passed 
this bill in June, it included an amend-
ment by Senators HARKIN and HAGEL to
finally require the Federal Government 
to pay its 40 percent share of the costs 
of special education. Unfortunately, 
the final version does not include the 
Harkin-Hagel plan, depriving the State 
of Nebraska more than $300 million 
over the next 5 years. The failure to 
fully fund IDEA short changes not only 
the services provided to students with 
disabilities, but all students by forcing 
reductions in other State and local 
education programs. 

The bill will also impose costly, bur-
densome, and, some would argue, dupli-
cative annual testing requirements on 
Nebraska’s schools. The President has 
said that these tests will provide ac-
countability for schools that fail to 
properly educate their students, but 
Nebraska schools are already holding 
themselves accountable. 

We have a rigorous program of stand-
ards and assessments in place and our 
students consistently rank among the 
best in the Nation. Local schools and 
community leaders have worked hard 
with the State Department of Edu-
cation to put this system in place and 
we know it is working. The State of 
Nebraska has no reservations about 
being held accountable for educating 
its students. But I believe the people of 
Nebraska have every right to demand 
accountability from the Federal Gov-
ernment and I do not believe they are 
getting it with this bill. 

This legislation will require Ne-
braska to develop and administer a 
dozen additional tests each year to be 
in compliance but it does not provide 
adequate funding to do so. Across the 
Nation, fewer than a third of the 
States have assessments in place that 
will satisfy the requirements of this 
bill. But States are already spending in 
excess of the $400 million provided by 
the bill on their assessment programs, 
before you factor in the new tests. We 
know from the outset that this is going 
to cost States a considerable amount of 
money at a time when taxpayer dollars 
are already scarce. 

That is not my idea of account-

ability. Combined with the failure to 

fully fund IDEA this marks a retreat 

from accountability. 
The National Governors Association 

recently announced that collectively 

the States will report a $35 billion def-

icit this year. In 2001, the State of Ne-

braska suffered a $220 million budget 

shortfall. To make up for the shortfall 

caused by these unfunded mandates, 

local governments will have to dra-

matically cut education spending, or 

significantly increase property taxes. 

As a former Governor who has had to 

deal with the challenges of balancing 

State budgets, neither of these options 

is acceptable in my estimation. 
This will be a difficult vote for me. 

The President and most of my col-

leagues, both Democrat and Republican 

support this legislation. I know that 

my colleagues have worked very hard 

to reach this agreement and I appre-

ciate their hard work. There are some 

victories to celebrate. The bill provides 

a significant increase in overall fund-

ing, better targeting of title I re-

sources, greater flexibility, some addi-

tional funding for rural schools, and 

mentoring legislation that I worked on 

with Congressman OSBORNE.
But on balance, I do not believe that 

these ultimately outweigh the finan-

cial problems that the plan will create 

within local schools and the State 

budget, and accordingly, I must vote 

no on this bill. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I support, 

with some reservations, the the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act 

Reauthorization conference report, 

which the Senate is about to over-

whelmingly adopt. While I support this 

legislation as a whole, I continue to 

have some concerns about testing pro-

visions which it contains, and I believe 

that the Congress must monitor the 

impact of these provisions on students. 

I also regret that the Senate provision 

requiring Congress to fully fund the 40 

percent of special education costs, was 

not retained in the conference report. 

Keeping this commitment is critical 

and we must address this issue next 

year during reauthorization of the In-

dividuals with Disabilities Education 

Act, IDEA. 
Since 1965, the Elementary and Sec-

ondary Education Act has sought to 

help our K thru 12 students learn in an 

appropriate learning environment as 

well as assist school communities in 

meeting new and growing challenges. 

The work that we have concluded 

today seeks to help all students make 

progress toward reaching their full po-

tential. It sets high standards for all 

children and provides flexible Federal 

support that focuses on initiatives that 

we know are effective, such as: smaller 

classes, high quality teachers, after- 

school programs, technology and tech-

nology training for teachers, targeting 

resources to title I for educationally 
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disadvantaged students, support for 
students with limited English pro-
ficiency, an expanded reading program, 
a strong Safe and Drug Free Schools 
Program, and guarantees of a quality 
education for homeless kids. Therefore, 
on balance, I believe this is a good bill, 
not just because of what it does, but 
because of what it does not do. We suc-
cessfully defeated vouchers, block 
grants, the repeal of After-School pro-
grams and the repeal of funding for 
emergency school repair and construc-
tion.

I am especially pleased that this 
compromise reform legislation pro-
vides some needed support to low per-
forming schools. Struggling schools 
will be identified for extra help so that 
school improvement funds can be tar-
geted where they are most needed. Stu-
dents would have the option of attend-
ing other schools, including public 
charter schools. The legislation au-
thorizes $500 million in direct grants to 
local school districts to help improve 
low-performing schools most in need of 
assistance. It sets a 12-year goal for 
States and schools to close the achieve-
ment gaps between rich and poor, and 
minority and non-minority students. 
The bill also ensures that parents will 
have better information about their 
local schools through annual report 
cards and strong parent involvement. 

The Reading First provisions of the 
legislation authorize an important new 
initiative that provides nearly $1 bil-
lion for States and local school dis-
tricts to improve reading education, 
and help teachers get ready to ensure 
that all children become proficient 
readers. I am pleased that an amend-
ment I offered, to permit funds under 
this program to be used for family lit-
eracy programs, was retained. The con-
ference report also retained two addi-
tional amendments that I offered to en-
sure that teachers are trained to effec-
tively use technology in the classroom 
to improve teaching and learning. 

Though not all that I had hoped for, 
this bipartisan legislation contains re-
forms that seeks to provide all of our 
students with a much greater oppor-
tunity to learn and to succeed. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam President, 
today the Senate will vote to pass com-
prehensive education reform legisla-
tion in the form of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Reauthorization 
Act of 2001. 

This important legislation contains 
the Native American Education Im-
provement Act of 2001 which I was 
proud to have introduced in January 
2000, along with Senator INOUYE, to im-
prove the education of Native Amer-
ican youth across the country. 

I would first like to thank the Bush 
administration and the conferees for 
working with the Indian Affairs Com-
mittee to work on the Indian portion of 
this legislation to benefit the schools 
in Indian country and the education of 
Native children. 

In 1965, Congress passed The Elemen-

tary and Secondary Education Act, 

ESEA, which is broad-sweeping legisla-

tion that provides funding for various 

educational programs in an effort to 

assist underprivileged students and 

school districts. While the original 

focus of ESEA was to be a supple-

mental source for needy public schools, 

the ESEA now provides funds to and af-

fects virtually every public school in 

the nation. 
As a former teacher and one who 

knows all-too-well the problems faced 

by Indian youngsters, I strongly be-

lieve that education holds the key to 

individual accomplishment, the pro-

motion of developed Native commu-

nities, and real self determination. 
I believe that the Native American 

Education Improvement Act of 2001 is 

legislation that improves the condi-

tions and operations of Bureau and 

tribally-operated schools. 
This act represents more than 2 

years’ worth of committee hearings to 

develop a comprehensive set of reforms 

that address all areas of BIA and trib-

ally-operated schools in issues that in-

clude accreditation, accountability, 

the recruitment of Indian teachers, and 

the construction of Indian schools. 
I note that this legislation contains 

an innovative specification requiring 

accreditation. Twenty-four months 

after enactment of this act, Bureau 

funded schools must be accredited or in 

the process of obtaining accreditation 

by one of the following: an approved 

tribal accrediting body; or a regional 

accreditation agency; or in accordance 

with State accreditation standards. 
The act also requires a report to be 

completed by the Secretary of Edu-

cation and Secretary of Interior in con-

sultation with tribes and Indian edu-

cation organizations leading to the es-

tablishment of a ‘‘National Tribal Ac-

crediting Agency.’’ 
Quality assurance mechanisms are 

included in this act regarding the fail-

ure of a school to achieve or maintain 

accreditation and any underlying staff-

ing, curriculum, or other pro-

grammatic problems in the school that 

contributed to the lack of or loss of ac-

creditation.
Indian kids around the country need 

a solid education that will give them 

the tools they need to excel in today’s 

competitive world. With the passage of 

this act the Senate declares that it will 

no longer tolerate schools that fail, 

year after year, with no consequences 

to the schools but plenty of con-

sequences for the children. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, one of 

the most important issues facing our 

Nation continues to be the education of 

our children. Providing a solid, quality 

education for each and every child is 

critical not only to the prosperity of 

our Nation in the years ahead, but also 

to ensuring that all our children reach 

their full potential. 

Whether we work in the private sec-
tor or in government, we all have an 
obligation to develop and implement 
initiatives that strengthen the quality 
of education we offer our children. It is 
essential that we provide our children 
with the essential academic tools they 
need to succeed professionally, eco-
nomically and personally. 

Unfortunately, we can no longer take 
for granted that our children are learn-
ing to master even the most basic skill 
of reading. A recent survey reported 
that less than one-third of fourth- 
graders in America are ‘‘proficient 
readers.’’ In fact, 40 million Americans 
cannot fill out a job application or read 
a menu in a restaurant much less a 
computer menu. In this high-tech in-
formation age, these Americans will be 
lost and that is unacceptable. 

In addition, American children lack 
basic knowledge of their Nation’s cul-
tural and historical traditions. For ex-
ample, a recent report indicated that 
half of American high school seniors 
did not know when Lincoln was Presi-
dent; did not know the significance of 
‘‘Brown v. Board of Education’’; and 
had no understanding of the aims of 
American foreign policy, either before 
or after World War II. 

Since the tragic events of September 
11, the American people, especially our 
young citizens, have demonstrated 
through their courage and generosity 
that they are prepared to meet the 
challenges that face our Nation. But 
we must help them in their quest for 
knowledge and instruction. 

We must work to ensure that our stu-
dents do not continue down the path of 
cultural illiteracy and educational 
under-performance. But how? Well, one 
major step in the right direction is to 
take away power from education bu-
reaucrats and return it to those on the 
front lines of education—the local 
schools, the local teachers and the 
local parents. 

Fortunately, the education author-
ization bill before the Senate today is a 
step in that direction. This bill pro-
vides support and guidance to our 
State and local communities to 
strengthen our schools, while also giv-
ing much needed flexibility for every 
State related to the use of Federal edu-
cation dollars. This education bill con-
tains many initiatives that will help 
ensure that more Federal education 
dollars reach our classrooms rather 
than being lost in bureaucratic black 
hole.

This bill also strives to improve the 
quality of our Nation’s teaching force 
by allocating $3 billion for recruiting 
and training good teachers. We must 
ensure that our teachers are contin-
ually improving their skills and retain 
their desire to teach. We also need to 

ensure that we recruit the brightest 

and enthusiastic students into the 

teaching profession. 
This measure helps make schools 

more accommodating and friendly for 
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parents. In addition, it works to ensure 

that parents are better informed about 

the public education system by pro-

viding pertinent information regarding 

their child’s school. Annual report 

cards pertaining to each school’s spe-

cific performance, along with statewide 

performance results, will be available 

for public view. 
One of the most important factors in 

our children’s success in school is pa-

rental involvement. Parents are our 

first teachers. Our first classroom is 

the home, where we learn the value of 

hard work, respect, and the difference 

between right and wrong. As I have 

said before, the home is the most im-

portant Department of Education. 
Parental involvement is the best 

guarantee that a child will succeed in 

school. I am genuinely excited when I 

think of the many reforms taking place 

across the country—namely school 

vouchers and charter schools—that are 

wisely built on this premise: Let par-

ents decide where their children’s edu-

cational needs will best be met. 
In the broadest sense, this is what 

school choice is all about. 
School choice stimulates improve-

ment and creates expanded opportuni-

ties for our children to get a quality 

education. Our public school system 

has many good schools, but there are 

many schools that are broken. Instead 

of serving as a gateway to advance-

ment, these schools have become dead- 

end places of despair and low achieve-

ment. In urban settings, the subject 

performance of 17-year-old African- 

American and Hispanic students is at 

the same level as 13-year-old-white stu-

dents. This is an unacceptable and em-

barrassing failure on the part of our 

public schools. 
Exciting things are happening in Mil-

waukee and Cleveland, where school 

voucher programs have been put in 

place. There, minority school children 

are being given a chance to succeed. 

The early signs are good: test scores 

and performance are up. 
We need more such experiments, and 

I am gravely disappointed that this au-

thorization bill failed to contain such a 

provision. Repeatedly, I have proposed 

legislation for a 3-year Nationwide test 

of the voucher program. It would be 

funded not by draining money away 

from the public schools but by elimi-

nating Federal pork barrel spending 

and corporate tax loopholes. 
This is an important component that 

sadly was left out of this measure. I 

will continue working with my col-

leagues on both sides of the aisle to 

provide parents and our students with 

choices to ensure that our children, no 

matter what their family’s income, 

have access to the best possible edu-

cation for their unique academic needs. 
Finally, I am very disappointed that 

the conferees eliminated an important 

provision adopted during the Senate 

debate that would have ensured that 

the federal government finally fulfill 

its obligation to fund 40 percent of the 

cost for meeting the special edu-

cational needs of our nation’s children 

through the Individuals with Disabil-

ities Act. 
My dear friend and colleague, Sen-

ator HAGEL, fought valiantly for this 

provision but unfortunately it was wa-

tered down. This is unacceptable. Con-

gress needs to follow the laws it makes 

and provide full funding for the Federal 

portion of IDEA. We ask our schools to 

educate children with disabilities, but 

we don’t give them enough money for 

the expensive evaluations, equipment 

and services needed to do that. There 

are 6 million children that receive spe-

cial education funding, so let’s fully 

support their academic needs. 
James Madison once wrote that with-

out an educated electorate, the Amer-

ican experiment would become ‘‘a farce 

or a tragedy, or perhaps both.’’ Let us 

stop the slide in the performance of our 

students. Let us return the control of 

education to our local communities. 

Let us renew our trust in our parents 

and teachers and do what is best for 

our children. 
This is why I am supporting this 

measure today. While it could be 

strengthened, the bill does make need-

ed strides to improve our Nation’s 

schools.
Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to put my full support behind 

the conference report for H.R. 1, the No 

Child Left Behind Act. 
It has been a true honor to serve on 

the conference committee for this im-

portant legislation, especially as a 

freshman Member of the Senate. 
I would first thank the leaders of the 

conference for their hard work and de-

termination to complete this legisla-

tion for the President’s signature this 

year. Senators KENNEDY and GREGG

worked every day with great deter-

mination on this legislation without 

partisan rancor, and Chairman 

BOEHNER and Representative MILLER

showed the same determination and 

steadfastness.
I am pleased that Congress has fi-

nally completed action on one of Presi-

dent Bush’s top domestic priorities this 

year. President Bush and Secretary 

Paige deserve commendation for their 

commitment not only to this legisla-

tion, but also to the education of our 

Nation’s children. Never before has a 

President shown such commitment to 

the issue of education. 
In March I addressed this body for 

the first time as a U.S. Senator on the 

topic of education. Little did I know 

the opportunity I would be given to be 

a member of the conference committee 

to reauthorize of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act. 
At that time I stated the following: 

Our public schools are failing our children. 

And unless we address this problem now— 

today—we will bear the consequences for a 

generation or more. Let’s not forget: today’s 
students are tomorrow’s leaders—in busi-
ness, technology, engineering, government 
and every other field. If even the brightest of 
our young people can’t compete in the class-
room with their colleagues abroad in math 
and science, how will they be able to com-
pete with them as adults in the world of 
business? How can we expect them to develop 
into the innovators America needs to main-
tain—and, yes, expand—her dominant role in 
the global marketplace? We need to make 
sure every single student in America grad-
uates with the basic skills in communica-
tions, math, and information technology 
that are necessary to excel in the New Econ-
omy. As a nation, we simply cannot afford to 
accept the status quo. 

With the passage of this legislation I 
believe that our schools will improve. 
And if they fail, there will be con-
sequences. This legislation states loud 
and clear that the status quo is not ac-
ceptable. Students will have the oppor-
tunities to be tomorrow’s leaders by 
having access to technology and other 
advanced programs that are needed for 
continued excellence. Our disadvan-
taged children will be given the assist-
ance they need, and deserve, to succeed 
in the global marketplace of the fu-
ture.

In that same speech I mentioned that 
my home State of Nevada faces many 
obstacles in obtaining title I funds for 
our eligible children. Title I dollars are 
the largest source of assistance that 
states receive from the Federal Gov-
ernment.

The No Child Left Behind Act will be 
particularly beneficial to title I eligi-
ble students in my home State of Ne-
vada by recognizing that families move 
around and children are often unac-
counted for when Federal funds are dis-
pensed from the Federal Government 
to States. The State of Nevada has 
been particularly hard hit in the past 
when the most recent and accurate 
‘‘kid counts’’ were not available. 

It is our responsibility to ensure that 
title I dollars are properly and fairly 
sent to each State. My population up-
date provision, that is an important 
part of this legislation, will ensure 
that this happens every year. As a 
member of the conference committee, I 
worked hard to ensure that this provi-
sion I offered as an amendment during 
the Senate’s consideration of this legis-
lation was included in the final bill. 
This amendment requires the Depart-
ment of Commerce and the Department 
of Education to produce annually up-
dated data on the number of title I eli-
gible children in each state so that 
title I dollars can be accurately allo-
cated to the States. 

The annual population update provi-
sion in this legislation states: 

The Secretary shall use annually updated 

data, for purposes of carrying out section 

1124, on the number of children, aged 5 to 17, 

inclusive, from families below the poverty 

level for counties or local educational agen-

cies published by the Department of Com-

merce. . . . 

To further clarify this language, the 
following statement is included in the 
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conference report that accompanies 
this legislation: 

The Conferees strongly urge the Depart-

ment of Education and the Department of 

Commerce to work collaboratively to 

produce annually updated data on the num-

ber of poor children as soon as possible, but 

not later than March 2003. The conferees be-

lieve it is imperative that the departments 

use annually updated data, as produced by 

the Department of Commerce, as provided 

for in the Conference agreement. The Con-

ferees recognize that additional resources 

will likely be necessary to produce annually 

updated data and therefore expect the De-

partments of Commerce and Education to 

submit budget requests that reflect the ef-

forts that will be necessary to carry out this 

new responsibility. 

It is imperative that the Secretary 
recognizes the vital importance of this 
provision to children not only in Ne-
vada, but also in every other State in 
the Nation. After all, these funds rep-
resent the largest source of Federal 
funds to states and local school dis-
tricts, and it is only fair that the funds 
are properly and fairly distributed. I 
look forward to working with both the 
Secretary of Education and the Sec-
retary of Commerce in implementing 
this provision. 

This conference agreement that is be-
fore us today also provides States and 
local school districts with an unprece-
dented level of flexibility. States and 
local school districts will finally be 
able to spend Federal education dollars 
in a manner that will best suit their 
unique needs. The Federal Government 
has long been too prescriptive as to 
how Federal funds could be spent. 
School districts will now have the free-
dom to provide additional funds to the 

children that need the most help. 
This flexibility will come with added 

responsibility, but it is a challenge 

that I believe all States and local 

school districts will be willing and, 

quite frankly, satisfied to accept. In 

giving these entities increased flexi-

bility, we are requiring a higher level 

of accountability for student achieve-

ment. We do not want to create an-

other layer of bureaucracy that tells 

schools precisely how to measure stu-

dent achievement. We simply want to 

ensure that all students are performing 

at grade-level and that their school is 

doing what it is supposed to do: edu-

cate students. By annually testing stu-

dents, parents, teachers, and the stu-

dents themselves will finally know 

whether or not their school is doing its 

job.
If a school is failing to properly edu-

cate children, we do not want to imme-

diately punish that school. We under-

stand that change is difficult, and some 

years are going to be worse than oth-

ers. However, we do expect to see re-

sults. If a school is failing, the Federal 

Government will provide technical sup-

port to assist in improving student’s 

test scores. However, the burden ulti-

mately lies with each school to show 

improvement year to year. The Federal 

Government cannot simply stand by 

and watch some of our Nation’s public 

schools fail to educate our children. 

Their futures are simply too important 

to waste. 
Parents, teachers, and administra-

tors will also benefit from the passage 

of this landmark legislation. Parents 

will be provided with annual report 

cards on the performance of the school 

their child attends. If the school is fail-

ing, parents will be given a choice of 

where to send their child to school, in-

cluding charter schools. If a school is 

chronically or persistently failing, a 

parent will be given federal funds for 

supplemental services for their child. 

This includes private tutoring services 

by any entity of the parent’s choice. 
Teachers and administrators will be 

given more opportunities for extensive 

professional development. States and 

local school districts will be able to use 

the funds provided by this section of 

the bill in any number of ways that 

they believe will most benefit their 

teachers. Professional development 

should be held in higher esteem than it 

has in the past. For the first time, 

teachers will be able to enjoy com-

prehensive professional development 

opportunities that will truly enrich 

their knowledge and further improve 

their teaching skills. 
Teachers will also be given legal pro-

tections from frivolous lawsuits—a pro-

vision I have championed with several 

of my colleagues from the very begin-

ning. A teacher can no longer be sued 

for something that he or she may do in 

the normal course of his or her daily 

duties. It is time that students and 

parents realize the real day-to-day re-

sponsibilities that teachers have and 

respect them to use their best judg-

ment to properly remedy classroom 

mishaps.
Above all else, the real winners in 

this legislation are the students them-

selves. We are finally providing the 

most needy students with the support 

they need to get an appropriate edu-

cation. We are providing their teachers 

with the tools they need to teach these 

students. We are providing their ad-

ministrators with the training they 

need to be the most effective leaders 

they can be for these students. We are 

providing them with access to tech-

nology, arts and music, and many 

other important educational opportu-

nities to ensure that they leave our 

public education system as well-round-

ed students prepared for the challenges 

of the global economy. 
I am pleased with the final product 

that this conference committee has 

produced. I can truly say that the edu-

cation system in this country is receiv-

ing a much-deserved and much-needed 

facelift because of this legislation. Ne-

vadans should also applaud this legisla-

tion. Federal dollars will finally flow 

into the State at the rate they should 

and will finally be utilized in ways that 

will most benefit the greatest number 

of needy students. 

The education of our children is one 

of the most important issues that will 

come before Congress. I believe that 

Congress has accepted this responsi-

bility wholeheartedly with the passage 

of this legislation. This legislation en-

sures that current and future genera-

tions receive the education they de-

serve to succeed in this great country. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 

conference report. 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to support the conference re-

port on the reauthorization of the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act, 

ESEA, which expands and improves the 

Federal Government’s commitment to 

education.

In my view, there is no more impor-

tant issue before the Congress than 

education. As our economy becomes in-

creasingly global and based on high 

technology, its future is increasingly 

dependent on the quality of our work-

force. The better our educational sys-

tem is, the stronger our economy and 

our Nation will be. That’s why, as a na-

tion, we should make education our top 

priority.

Some have suggested that local 

school boards should be left alone to 

solve these problems on their own. But 

I disagree. In general, I do support 

local control of education. But local 

control doesn’t mean much if you don’t 

have adequate resources within your 

control. And it’s not enough to leave 

the problem to States, which can pit 

urban areas against suburban commu-

nities, a fight with no winners. 

No, if we are serious about education, 

we need to make it a national priority. 

And we need to ensure that our Na-

tional Government plays an active and 

aggressive role. 

I am pleased that the conference re-

port on the reauthorization of the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act, 

the Better Education for Students and 

Teachers Act, takes a significant step 

toward increasing our Federal commit-

ment to education. I want to commend 

Chairman KENNEDY and Ranking Mem-

ber GREGG for their tireless work in de-

veloping this legislation. 

This legislation requires States to 

set high standards for every student 

and strengthens Federal incentives to 

boost low-performing schools and sig-

nificantly improve education achieve-

ment. It has strong accountability 

measures that I hope will help narrow 

the educational achievement gaps that 

threaten every child’s access to the 

American dream. And, it better targets 

funding to schools serving the neediest 

students, to make sure that they have 

the resources to hire and train well- 

qualified teachers, pay for additional 

instruction, and increase access to 

after-school and school safety pro-

grams.
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In particular, I want to note that the 

final conference report contains a pro-

vision I authored to promote financial 

literacy. Unfortunately, when it comes 

to personal finances, young Americans 

unfortunately do not have the skills 

they need. Too few understand the de-

tails of managing a checking account, 

using a credit card, saving for retire-

ment, or paying their taxes. It’s a seri-

ous problem and it’s time for our edu-

cation system to address it more effec-

tively.
We need to teach all our children the 

skills they need, including the funda-

mental principles involved with earn-

ing, spending, saving and investing, so 

they can manage their own money and 

succeed in our society. 
I am not alone in advocating the im-

portance of financial literacy. Federal 

Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan re-

cently said that: ‘‘Improving basic fi-

nancial education at the elementary 

and secondary school levels is essential 

to providing a foundation for financial 

literacy that can help prevent younger 

people from making poor financial de-

cisions.’’
The amendment I authored, along 

with Senators ENZI, AKAKA and HAR-

KIN, will include financial education as 

an allowable use in the local innova-

tive education grant program, which 

funds innovative educational improve-

ment programs. Elementary and sec-

ondary schools will be able to apply for 

Federal funds for activities to promote 

financial education, such as dissemi-

nating and encouraging the best prac-

tices for teaching the basic principles 

of personal financial literacy, includ-

ing the basic principles involved with 

earning, spending, saving and invest-

ing. As a result, schools will have ac-

cess to resources to allow them to in-

clude financial education as part of the 

basic educational curriculum. I am 

grateful to the conferees for including 

this important provision in the final 

conference report. 
I do have some reservations about 

this legislation, however. In particular, 

I am concerned that the testing provi-

sions may impose significant burdens 

on schools without providing them 

with adequate resources to help them 

implement the requirements. In addi-

tion, I have serious questions about 

subjecting young children to a battery 

of tests every year. We do not have suf-

ficient information to know whether 

constant testing is the best way to 

monitor our children’s educational 

progress, and indeed, the pressure of 

such tests may detract from their edu-

cational experiences. I hope that Con-

gress will closely monitor the imple-

mentation of these and other provi-

sions to ensure that they do not under-

mine the worthwhile reform efforts in 

this legislation. 
Of course, reauthorization of ESEA is 

not the only critical education issue we 

will face in this Congress. Next year, 

we will be reauthorizing the Individ-

uals with Disabilities Education Act, 

or IDEA, which has meant so much to 

children with disabilities in New Jer-

sey and across the country. Unfortu-

nately, however, we have drastically 

underfunded this program, which has 

imposed a tremendous burden on local 

communities in New Jersey and across 

the Nation. 
In my home State of New Jersey, 

school budgets are capped by law at 3 

percent annual growth. Therefore, dis-

tricts often have to cut other programs 

to accommodate mandated and rising 

special-education costs. Or, local prop-

erty taxpayers, who already are over-

burdened, have to pay increased taxes 

to cover expenses that the Federal 

Government should be sharing. 
I have received many letters, phone 

calls, and emails from concerned con-

stituents urging Congress to fulfill the 

promise of full funding for the services 

mandated under IDEA. 
One woman, for example, wrote: ‘‘My 

son is currently enrolled in our dis-

trict’s preschool disabled program. He 

is autistic and requires a full day pro-

gram with intensive, 1:1 teaching. He is 

one of four children in the class, all 

with similar needs. Not only does this 

program require extra staffing, it also 

requires very specialized training. 

Thanks to the incredible teachers and 

support staff, Kevin is making wonder-

ful progress. This, of course, would not 

be possible without the funding pro-

vided by the school district.’’ 
This woman then went on to note 

that in her town, special education 

costs have increased by 14 percent, 26 

percent, and 11 percent over the last 3 

years, while revenues have only in-

creased by 3 percent annually. The re-

sult has been that the school district 

has had to use funds intended for reg-

ular education in order to cover the 

special education costs. 
Another parent, whose son has Down 

syndrome said, ‘‘It makes me very con-

cerned when administrators are phras-

ing things in a way that makes it 

sound like special ed is denying the 

other kids. It’s not special education 

that’s denying them. It’s the funding 

mechanism that’s doing it.’’ 
Like many of my colleagues, I had 

hoped that we would fulfill our com-

mitment to the States, fully funding 

the Federal share of 40 percent of the 

average cost per pupil that we envi-

sioned when IDEA first passed the Con-

gress. Unfortunately, the conference 

committee rejected full funding of 

IDEA. I was very disappointed that we 

missed this opportunity to ease the 

burden on local communities, but re-

main committed to working to in-

crease the Federal share of IDEA 

spending in next year’s reauthoriza-

tion.
With this education reform bill we 

are taking significant strides to en-

hance our educational system and pro-

vide every child with the opportunity 

they deserve to achieve their full po-

tential. I am pleased to support the 

conference report. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, today I 

join my Senate colleagues in support of 

the conference agreement to the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act, 

ESEA. I want to thank Senators GREGG

and KENNEDY for all of the long hours 

I know they put into this legislation, 

and all of the conferees for that mat-

ter.

Now, do I agree with all of the provi-

sions in this bill? No. Does this bill 

contain everything? No. But I do think 

it is heading in the right direction, and 

I do look forward to working with 

members on many provisions contained 

within this bill and those not within 

this bill. This legislation is certainly 

not perfect, and I bet that much of 

what it contains will be revisited. 

There is nothing more important 

than making sure our kids have the 

educational tools they need to get 

ahead in today’s competitive world. 

That means making sure our schools 

are top notch, making sure students 

have access to technology and up-to- 

date learning materials, and our teach-

ers are equipped with the skills and 

tools they need to be their best. 

I believe that for the most part, the 

conferees have done a good job coming 

up with a plan that will enable our 

children to compete in tomorrow’s 

economy. Companies moving to a new 

State place a high priority on a quality 

education system and access to trained 

workers. Montana’s schools are among 

the best in the Nation. However, there 

is more that needs to be done and areas 

where additional improvements need to 

be made, such as in science and math. 

In order to ensure a quality education 

and future for young Montanans, we 

must focus on critical areas. 

I am pleased to see that conferees 

recognize that schools in rural areas 

and small America often require addi-

tional assistance in implementing high 

technology programs and other ad-

vanced curriculum. So many schools in 

small rural towns are isolated and 

technology can offer rural students op-

portunities that they otherwise would 

not have. Ensuring that students in 

rural areas are as technologically lit-

erate as students in more urban areas 

is vital. I believe the conferees have 

shown their commitment to improve 

achievement in rural areas and have 

made sure that rural kids will have the 

tools they need to participate in the 

complex economy of the 21st century. 

Montana has done a lot in the area of 

distance learning. There is a capa-

bility, in many schools to give children 

a wider variety of classes, and this bill 

will only help to enhance that. We 

must also focus on making sure our 

children have a good learning environ-

ment. All the funding, technology and 
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books in the world won’t help our chil-

dren if they do not have a good envi-

ronment in which to learn. 
We must ensure that Montana par-

ents and teachers retain control over 

education decisions, that Federal funds 

are targeted toward Montana’s needs, 

and that Federal rules don’t interfere 

with our ability to teach our children. 

States must be able to free themselves 

from Federal red tape and have the op-

portunity to use this flexibility to 

boost student achievement. Whenever 

possible, decisions about the education 

of our children should be made at the 

local level. Montana parents and edu-

cators know best what works for Mon-

tana kids, and I am glad to see that 

this conference agreement allows for 

that.
At the same time, we cannot ignore 

the fact that the Federal Government 

makes important investments in our 

children, such as educating students 

who live on Federal land. I am pleased 

to see that this conference report also 

goes a long way to support Impact Aid 

and fulfill the Federal Government’s 

continuing responsibility to the edu-

cation of children living on military 

bases, Indian reservations, or other 

Federal property. The conference com-

mittee has ensured these programs re-

tain high quality and provide for not 

only the basic elementary and sec-

ondary educational needs, but cul-

turally related academic needs as well. 
I think this agreement, while not 

perfect, does lay some groundwork and 

provides an important partnership be-

tween Federal, State, and local efforts 

to educate children and includes rid-

ding some Federal mandates that bur-

den local educators. Rules that make 

sense in New York are often restrictive 

and expensive in Havre, MT. I’m glad 

to see that our local schools will have 

the flexibility they need to better edu-

cate our children. 
I must say that I have some concerns 

over the assessment requirements con-

tained in this bill and the funding of 

these assessments. In a State like Mon-

tana, where money is often hard to 

come by, we have a difficult time fund-

ing the few tests currently required. 

The Federal Government must obligate 

funds toward these new testing require-

ments, States cannot be left with an 

unfunded mandate. 
Congress has correctly asked schools 

to teach our disabled children. Unfor-

tunately, only 10 percent of the funding 

for such activities has come from the 

Federal Government. That means local 

school districts, always forced to 

squeeze shrinking tax dollars, are often 

times asked to pay thousands of dollars 

to comply with inflexible Federal rules 

that many times disregard small rural 

school districts. It is imperative that 

we fulfill our promise to fully fund 

IDEA. While we still have a long way 

to go, I do believe we have made great 

strides, and we are heading in the right 

direction, toward full funding. Full 

funding of IDEA has always been ex-

tremely important to me, and I will 

continue my work with educators and 

school boards to make sure that we 

fund a larger percentage of the costs of 

this program. I have great confidence 

that the Senate will also continue 

working to this end. 
States and locals must have the 

funds to develop high-quality profes-

sional development programs, address 

teacher shortages, and provide incen-

tives to retain quality teachers. Some 

of the most important provisions in 

this legislation concern teachers. 

Teachers are our greatest educational 

resources and have such a great impact 

on a child’s life. I am glad to see that 

this legislation goes a long way to en-

sure technology and training opportu-

nities for our teachers. 
As Congress continues to consider 

various education programs, I will be 

actively involved to make sure Mon-

tana’s needs are addressed. I will fight 

against a ‘‘one-size-fits-all’’ approach 

that in my opinion, tends to do more 

harm to a quality education than good, 

and will fight to ensure that signifi-

cant investment is provided to all chil-

dren and their teachers. 
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I come 

to the floor today to express my sup-

port for the education reform package 

that is now before the Senate. After de-

bating this issue for almost three 

years, I am pleased we have reached a 

bi-partisan agreement on a package 

that puts our children’s future ahead of 

the partisan bickering that has di-

verted our energy and attention for too 

long. In my opinion, the proposal be-

fore the Senate represents an impor-

tant step in the right direction by rec-

ognizing the right of every child to re-

ceive a high quality education. 
Before I describe why I think this 

proposal is important for our nation’s 

future and my home State of Arkansas, 

I want to look back for a moment on 

how we arrived at where we are today. 
I doubt many of my colleagues re-

member what we did or debated in the 

Senate on May 9, 2000. I remember that 

date very well because that’s the day I 

joined 9 of my Senate New Democratic 

colleagues in offering a bold ESEA edu-

cation reform plan known as the Three 

R’s bill. 
Prior to introducing our amendment, 

we had spend months drafting our bill 

and were very proud of the finished 

product. That day we arranged to come 

to the floor as a group to talk about 

why we felt our innovative approach 

combined the best ideas of both parties 

in a way that would allow both Demo-

crats and Republicans to move beyond 

the partisan stalemate that had stalled 

progress for so long. 
Needless to say, we were disappointed 

when our amendment attracted only 13 

votes. Normally, I might hesitate to re-

mind my colleagues and constituents 

of a vote like that. But I felt as strong-

ly then as I do today, that the proposal 

we crafted provided an opportunity to 

improve our system of public education 

by refocusing our attention on aca-

demic progress instead of on bureauc-

racy and process. 
Fundamentally, we believe that by 

combining the concepts of increased 

funding, targeting, local autonomy and 

meaningful accountability, States and 

local school districts will have the 

tools they need to raise academic 

achievement and deliver on the prom-

ise of equal opportunity for every 

child.
So as I have listened to many of the 

comments delivered on the floor today, 

I can not help but reflect back on May 

9 of last year when I joined Senator 

LIEBERMAN, Senator BAYH and other 

Senate New Democrats on the Senate 

floor to unveil these fundamental prin-

ciples. I am gratified that many of the 

priorities we spoke of that day have 

been incorporated into the final agree-

ment we will hopefully adopt later 

today.
That having been said, I know many 

of my colleagues played a critical role 

in fashioning this very important legis-

lation. I especially want to express my 

appreciation to Senator KENNEDY and

Senator GREGG for their tireless efforts 

on behalf of our nation’s school chil-

dren. As someone who has followed the 

progress of this bill very closely, I 

think each Member of this body owes 

the managers of this bill a debt of grat-

itude for bringing Senators with very 

different points of view together to find 

common ground on this critical issue. I 

applaud their leadership and I con-

gratulate their success. 
As I noted previously, I support this 

bipartisan compromise because it con-

tains many of the elements that I 

think are essential to foster academic 

success. It provides school districts 

with the resources they need to meet 

higher standards. It expands access in 

Arkansas to funding for teacher qual-

ity, English language instruction, and 

after-school programs by distributing 

resources through a reliable formula 

based on need, not on the ability of 

school districts to fill out a federal 

grant application. And finally, and 

most importantly, in exchange for 

more flexibility and resources, it holds 

states and school districts accountable 

for the academic performance of all 

children.
I do want to highlight one component 

of this legislation that I had a direct 

role in shaping. During consideration 

of the Senate reform bill in May, I suc-

cessfully offered an amendment with 

Senator KENNEDY and others calling on 

Congress to substantially increase 

funding to enable language minority 

students to master English and achieve 

high levels of learning in all subjects. 

More importantly for my State of Ar-

kansas, under the approach I promoted, 
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funding will now be distributed to 

States and local districts through a re-

liable formula based on the number of 

students who need help with their 

English proficiency. 
Currently, even though Arkansas has 

experienced a dramatic increase in the 

number of limited English proficient 

(LEP) students during the last decade, 

my State does very poorly in accessing 

Federal funding to meet the needs of 

these students because the bulk of the 

funding is distributed through a maze 

of competitive grants. 
I am pleased the conferees accepted 

the funding level and the reforms I ad-

vocated. This new approach represents 

a dramatic improvement over the cur-

rent system and will greatly benefit 

schools and students in my state. 
Ultimately, I believe all of the re-

forms that are contained in this bill 

will make an important difference in 

the future of our children and our na-

tion. So I join my colleagues on both 

sides of the aisle to urge the adoption 

of this truly landmark legislation. 
Unfortunately, I fell compelled to 

mention one aspect of this legislation 

that dampens my excitement for its 

passage. Even though I believe the bill 

on balance represents a major improve-

ment over the current federal frame-

work, I am very disappointed that we 

are once again denying the promise we 

made to our constituents in 1975 to pay 

40 percent of the costs of serving stu-

dents under IDEA. 
In my opinion, our failure to live up 

to this promise undermines to some ex-

tent the very reforms we seek to ad-

vance. While Congress and the Admin-

istration continue to ignore the com-

mitment we made 26 years ago, school 

districts are forced to direct more and 

more state and local revenues away 

from classroom instruction to pay the 

Federal share of the bill. I will con-

tinue to work in the Senate to reverse 

this record of inaction which is pro-

foundly unfair to school districts, 

teachers, and the students they serve. 
I want to close, by thanking all of 

my colleagues who spent many weeks 

and months negotiating this agree-

ment. Even though progress has been 

slow at times, the way Democrats and 

Republicans have worked together on 

this bill is a model I hope we can re-

peat often in the future. I already men-

tioned Senators KENNEDY and GREGG

without whom this bill would not be 

possible. I also want to say a special 

word of thanks to Senators LIEBERMAN

and BAYH who demonstrated real lead-

ership by talking about many of the re-

forms we are about to ratify before 

those ideas were very popular. They de-

serve a lot of credit for the final agree-

ment they helped draft and I was hon-

ored to join them in crafting the origi-

nal Three R’s proposals that is clearly 

reflected in the bill before us. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I also 

thank Senator KENNEDY for getting a 

good target formula in this bill. 
I yield 10 minutes to the Senator 

from Maine whose fingerprints are all 

over this bill—especially in the area of 

Rural-Flex and Ed-Flex, which she ba-

sically designed, and the reading pro-

grams. She has put a significant 

amount of time and effort into this 

bill, and it paid off royally. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, let me 

begin by saluting the outstanding lead-

ership of Senator KENNEDY and Senator 

GREGG. It is due to their tireless ef-

forts, their commitment to a quality 

education, and their persistence and 

hard work that we can celebrate today 

the passage of landmark education re-

form legislation. It has been a great 

pleasure to work with them, with Sec-

retary of Education Paige, and with 

the President to reach this day. 
During the past year, it has been a 

pleasure to work with my colleagues 

from both sides of the aisle as well as 

with the President and the Secretary 

of Education on this landmark edu-

cation legislation. 
In approaching the reauthorization of 

the ESEA, I had three goals. One was 

to provide greater flexibility and more 

funding to our small or rural school 

districts. The second was to strengthen 

and put greater emphasis on early 

reading programs so that we could in 

fact achieve the goal of leaving no 

child behind. The third was fulfilling 

the Federal commitment to funding its 

share of special education costs. 
I am very pleased that we will realize 

the first two objectives through the 

Rural Education Achievement Program 

as well as the Reading First Program 

included in this bill. Although I am dis-

appointed by the failure of the IDEA 

mandatory funding amendments, I 

know the Senate support for IDEA full 

funding will carry over into next year. 

And it will remain one of my highest 

priorities.
The No Child Left Behind Act in-

cludes many innovative and promising 

reforms. Among the improvements is 

the Rural Education Achievement Pro-

gram which I authored. The program 

would benefit school districts with 

fewer than 600 students in rural com-

munities. More than 35 percent of all 

school districts in the United States 

have 600 or fewer students. In Maine, 

the percentage is even higher: 56 per-

cent of our 284 school districts have 

fewer than 600 students. 
Rural school districts encounter two 

specific problems with the current sys-

tem of Federal funding. 
The first is that formula grants often 

do not reach small, rural schools in 

amounts sufficient to achieve the goals 

of the programs. These grants are 

based on school district enrollment, 

and, therefore, smaller districts often 

do not receive enough funding from 

any single grant to carry out a mean-

ingful activity. One Maine district, for 

example, received a whopping $28 to 

fund a district-wide Safe and Drug-free 

School program. This amount is cer-

tainly not sufficient to achieve the 

goal of that Federal program, yet the 

school district could not use the funds 

for any other program. 
Second, rural schools are often shut 

out of the competitive grant process 

because they lack the administrative 

staff and the grant writers that large 

school districts have to apply for com-

petitive grants from the Federal Gov-

ernment. So they do not get to partici-

pate in those programs at all. To elimi-

nate this inequity and give rural 

schools more flexibility to meet local 

needs, our legislation will allow rural 

districts to combine the funds from 

four categorical grant programs and 

use them to address that school dis-

trict’s highest priorities. 
In one school district, that might 

mean hiring a reading specialist or 

math teacher. In another, the priority 

might be upgrading the science lab or 

increasing professional development or 

buying a new computer for the library. 

Whatever the need of that district, the 

money could be combined for that pur-

pose.
Let me give you a specific example of 

what these two initiatives would mean 

for one Maine school district in north-

ern Maine. The Frenchville and St. Ag-

atha school system, which serves 346 

students, receives four separate for-

mula grants ranging from $1,705 for 

Safe and Drug Free Schools to $10,045 

under the Class Size Reduction Act. 

How do you fight drug use with $1,700? 

And how do you reduce class sizes with 

$10,000? The grants are so small they 

are not really useful in accomplishing 

the goals of the program. The total for 

all four programs is just over $16,000. 

Yet each requires separate reporting 

and compliance standards, and each is 

used for different—federally man-

dated—purposes.
Superintendent Jerry White told me 

that he needs to submit eight separate 

reports, for four programs, to receive 

the $16,000. Under our bill, his school 

district would be freed from the mul-

tiple applications and reports; paper-

work and bureaucracy would be re-

duced, and the school would be able to 

make better use of its Federal funding. 
The other problem facing small rural 

districts is their lack of administrative 

capacity. In some cases, the super-

intendent acts as the sole adminis-

trator. With such minimal administra-

tive resources, the school district has 

no opportunity to apply for competi-

tive grants. Here in Washington, we are 

surrounded by large urban school dis-

tricts, each with more than 100,000 stu-

dents and often having a central ad-

ministrative office with specialized 

staff and professional grant writers. 
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How can rural districts with a single 

administrator be expected to compete 

for the same grant opportunities? 
To compensate for the inequity, our 

legislation provides supplemental fund-

ing. In the case of the Frenchville dis-

trict, schools would receive an addi-

tional $34,000. Combined with the 

$16,000 already provided, the Rural 

Education Achievement Program 

would make sure the District had 

$50,000 and the flexibility to use these 

funds for its most pressing needs. That 

$50,000 can make a real difference in 

the education of school children in 

northern Maine. The district could hire 

a math teacher or a reading specialist, 

whatever it needed. The district could 

purchase technology, upgrade profes-

sional development efforts, or engage 

in any other local reforms. 
With this tremendous flexibility and 

additional funding come responsibility 

and accountability. In return for the 

advantages our bill provides, partici-

pating districts would be held account-

able for demonstrating improved stu-

dent performance over a 3-year period. 
The focus of the No Child Left Behind 

Act is accountability, and rural schools 

are no exception. Schools will be held 

responsible for what is really impor-

tant—improved student achievement— 

rather than for time-consuming paper-

work. As Superintendent White told 

me, ‘‘Give me the resources I need plus 

the flexibility to use them, and I am 

happy to be held accountable for im-

proved student performance. It will 

happen.’’ I know most superintendents 

feel exactly the same way. 
I am equally delighted that today’s 

education bill will include significant 

new resources for early reading inter-

vention programs. Unfortunately, 

today, in many schools, there are few 

services available to help a child who 

has a reading difficulty. Oftentimes, no 

help is provided at all until that child 

reaches the third grade and is identi-

fied for special education. 
For students who have reached the 

third grade without the ability to read, 

every paragraph, every assignment, 

every day in the classroom is a strug-

gle. They constantly battle embarrass-

ment and feelings of inadequacy, and 

they fall further and further behind. It 

is no wonder so many children without 

basic reading skills lose their natural 

curiosity and excitement for learning. 
The two new reading programs— 

Reading First and Early Reading 

First—in this legislation are based on 

the principle that if we act swiftly and 

teach reading effectively in the early 

grades, we will provide our children 

with a solid foundation for future aca-

demic success. Indeed, the best way to 

ensure that no child is left behind is to 

teach every child to read. 
If a child’s reading difficulty is de-

tected early, and he or she receives 

help in kindergarten or the first grade, 

that child has a 90 to 95 percent chance 

of becoming a good reader. These early 

intervention programs work. They are 

a wonderful investment. 
By contrast, if intervention does not 

occur during the period between kin-

dergarten and third grade, the ‘‘window 

of literacy’’ closes and the chances of 

that child ever becoming a good reader 

plummet. Moreover, if a child with 

reading disabilities becomes part of the 

special education system, the chances 

of his or her leaving special education 

are less than 5 percent. So this is a pro-

gram that is going to improve the qual-

ity of life for these children, help them 

to become successful, and, in many 

cases, will avoid the need for special 

education and all the costs involved in 

providing that kind of education. These 

are truly investments that make sense. 
Other than involved parents, a good 

teacher with proper literacy training is 

the single most important prerequisite 

to a student’s reading success. We also 

know that reading is the gateway to 

learning other subjects and to future 

academic achievement. That is why it 

is so important that this bill make 

such a national commitment to read-

ing programs. 
Reading First is a comprehensive ap-

proach to promoting literacy in read-

ing in all 50 States. It will support the 

efforts in States, such as Maine, that 

have already made great strides under 

the Reading Excellence Act in pro-

moting literacy. Indeed, I am very 

proud of the work the State of Maine 

has done. Our fourth graders lead the 

Nation year after year in reading and 

other subjects. 
President Bush deserves enormous 

credit for placing reading at the top of 

our education agenda. The First Lady, 

Laura Bush, has also repeatedly high-

lighted the importance of reading. 

President Bush also deserves credit for 

being willing to work with us, the 

Members on both sides of the aisle, to 

hammer out the best possible edu-

cation reform legislation. 
Again, I thank the President for all 

of his efforts, and Senator GREGG and

Senator KENNEDY, because without 

their combined leadership we would 

not be here today. Thanks to their hard 

work, we have quality legislation be-

fore us today that will reform the pub-

lic education system and bring our na-

tion closer to the goal of providing 

every child with an opportunity to suc-

ceed.
With the improvements in rural edu-

cation, and the emphasis in this bill on 

reading, flexibility, and accountability, 

as well as a host of other reforms, I am 

delighted to support this reauthoriza-

tion of ESEA and to see our hard work 

and efforts over the past year come to 

fruition.
I am convinced this legislation is 

going to make a real difference for the 

children of our country. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a 

pleasure to yield 3 minutes to our 

friend and colleague, the only Member 

of this body who has been both a teach-

er and a school board member and has 

led the country, really, understanding 

that smaller class sizes give the best 

opportunity for children to learn. She 

has been an invaluable member of our 

Education Committee and our Human 

Services Committee. 
I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 

Washington.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleague from Massachu-

setts. I thank Senator KENNEDY, and 

all of his staff, for the hundreds and 

hundreds and hundreds of hours they 

have put into making this bill a suc-

cess.
I do rise today to express my support 

for the ESEA conference report and to 

highlight some of my concerns with 

the bill. 
Since 1965, the Elementary and Sec-

ondary Education Act has helped stu-

dents in our schools have more equal 

access and be more effective than ever 

before. It is important we renew our 

Federal education policies in order to 

keep up with the growing challenges 

that face our schools. 
While I do not agree with everything 

in the bill, I do believe Congress must 

move forward with education reform to 

provide the support that our students 

need today. 
Throughout this process, five prin-

ciples have guided my consideration. 
First, I believe we have to invest in 

what we know works. 
Second, we have to protect disadvan-

taged students and make sure they get 

the extra help they need. 
Third, we have to make sure tax-

payer dollars stay in public schools. 
Fourth, we have to help our students 

meet national education goals. 
And finally, we have to set high 

standards and provide the resources so 

all students can meet them. 
On balance, I believe this bill meets 

all of my principles. 
This is a bipartisan win for our stu-

dents. I am proud that as we moved 

forward we left behind some of the 

most troubling proposals: from vouch-

ers to Straight A’s. This bill requires 

high standards for all children and pro-

vides flexible Federal support that fo-

cuses on the things that we know work, 

including smaller classes, high-quality 

teachers, afterschool programs, tech-

nology and technology training for our 

teachers, support for students with 

limited-English proficiency, a strong 

Safe and Drug Free Schools Program, 

guarantees of a quality education for 

homeless students, and more resources 

for disadvantaged students. 
While I support the bill overall, I do 

continue to have significant concerns 

about some of the mandates in the bill. 
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I believe Congress must now closely 

monitor how this bill impacts students. 
My top concern, of course, is the 

funding in the bill. While we have made 

progress in securing an additional $4 

billion, I fear the funding level will be 

short of what our communities will 

need to carry out the mandates in the 

bill.
In part to ease this burden, I believe 

we must fully fund special education 

next year. Almost every member of our 

conference committee expressed a com-

mitment to fulfilling the promise of 

full funding when IDEA is reauthor-

ized. Keeping that commitment is crit-

ical to the success of education reform. 
I remain concerned, as well, about 

how the new tests will be used and 

about the Federal Government setting 

the formula to measure student 

progress. We now have a responsibility 

to make sure these mandates do not 

end up holding children back. If this 

bill leads to more crowded classrooms, 

fewer high-quality teachers, or a focus 

on testing instead of learning, then we 

will have to revisit these mandates. 
But, on balance, this bill takes im-

portant steps forward to improve our 

public schools. While I am not pleased 

with every provision, I do not want the 

Federal Government to miss this op-

portunity to help students throughout 

the country make progress. 
So, again, I thank Senator KENNEDY

and his staff and my staff, including 

Bethany Little, for the tremendous 

amount of work they have done to get 

us to this point. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I now 

yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 

Arkansas, who has been a key player 

on this bill in a variety of different 

areas. He worked very hard on the 

flexibility issues, the bilingual issues, 

the merit pay issues, and teacher ten-

ure. All sorts of different parts of this 

bill have been impacted by his influ-

ence. He has been great to work with. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

am so pleased today to be able to rise 

in support of this legislation. I think it 

is an exciting day and a memorable day 

for America that we adopt this legisla-

tion.
As a member of the Health and Edu-

cation Committee and a member of the 

conference committee on this bill, I 

have worked long and hard with my 

colleagues to ensure that the reauthor-

ization of the Elementary and Sec-

ondary Act comes to fruition. 
I especially want to thank President 

Bush. When he came to Washington, he 

came with a vision to reform edu-

cation. This is a big step toward the 

fulfillment of that vision. 
President Bush shows a true compas-

sion for helping disadvantaged students 

gain the tools to succeed, a compassion 

he gained in his work as Governor. It is 

that vision and compassion that have 

gotten us to this point of final passage. 

President Bush is to be commended for 

his efforts and his vision. 
I thank Senator KENNEDY for his 

leadership on the committee, and for 

his chairmanship, his perseverance, 

and his willingness to reach com-

promise and agreement on a number of 

issues.
It has been a great pleasure for me to 

be able to work with Senator GREGG, as 

he has, through all the twists and turns 

in the long road of this past year, con-

tinued to fight for accountability and 

expanded options for parents. I admire 

his commitment to this legislation, 

and I am proud to have worked with 

him and to serve under his leadership 

on the HELP Committee. 
Starting in the early months of 1999, 

the Senate Health and Education Com-

mittee began holding hearings on 

ESEA. The Senate attempted to pass 

an ESEA reauthorization bill during 

the 106th Congress, but was not suc-

cessful. Almost three years later, final 

passage is before us. 
The impetus that has gotten to this 

point after a long and arduous process 

is our President. President Bush has 

made education his number one domes-

tic priority, and has injected new ideas 

and a deep sense of passion into this 

debate. Without his leadership, we 

would not be here today. 
This bill reflects the themes that 

were laid out by the President last 

year: accountability, parental options, 

flexibility, and funding what works. 
This legislation will finally inject 

new accountability into the title I pro-

gram. For too long, we have provided 

billions of dollars in funding without 

seeing any results. In the past, we have 

let our poorest children down—no 

longer will we let this happen. 
Our Nation has a right to expect all 

of our children to learn, and this legis-

lation will help local school districts 

identify their weaknesses and address 

them.
Schools, for the first time, will be 

held to a high standard. It is time that 

we stop making excuses and expect re-

sults from our schools. There will be 

stumbling blocks along the way, and 

this bill is not perfect, but the edu-

cation of our children is too vital to 

delay education reform. 
There are a number of components 

that I am particularly pleased to see 

included in the bill. The provision re-

garding supplemental services, for 

which Senator GREGG has worked so 

diligently, is one of them. 
Under this legislation, in approxi-

mately 3,000 schools across the coun-

try, parents will have an immediate op-

tion to get help for their children 

through tutoring at their local Sylvan 

Center or afterschool program. 
Because of this legislation, over 200 

schools in Arkansas will now provide 

public school choice immediately to 
parents to allow them to send their 
children to a higher performing public 
school. I am very pleased with the pro-
vision called transferability that will 
allow every school district in the coun-
try to shift up to 50 percent of Federal 
funds between formula grant programs, 
with the exception of title I. This will 
allow school districts to address prior-
ities from year to year as they see fit. 

I am also very pleased with the rural 
education initiative, proposed and 
championed by Senator COLLINS, that 
will allow over 100 school districts in 
Arkansas to receive additional funding 
and flexibility over their formula 
funds.

As Senator GREGG mentioned, I am 
particularly glad to have been involved 
in the bilingual reforms that will now 
ensure fairness in the distribution of 
dollars by turning the bilingual pro-
gram into a formula grant program. It 
will benefit States such as Arkansas 
that never did well in the competitive 
grant competitions. For the first time, 
States must now set objectives for stu-
dents to learn English, a component 
that was amazingly absent from the 
previous bilingual program. 

I am glad to have been able to offer 
an amendment that allowed profes-
sional development funds for our teach-
ers to now be used to reward the best 
teachers. That is a very commonsense 
and important reform in allowing those 
teacher development funds to be used 
in programs to reward those teachers 
who have the best record of perform-
ance.

This legislation is a giant step in 
education reform and represents a bi-
partisan agreement between Repub-
licans, Democrats, the House, the Sen-
ate, and the administration. I am 
pleased to have worked on the bill and 
look forward to President Bush signing 
it into law. I thank him for his vision 
and leadership. Education reform was a 
fleeting thought a year ago. Thanks to 
George W. Bush, it is now a reality. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
4 minutes to my friend and colleague 
from Massachusetts, Senator KERRY.
Senator KERRY understands that lead-
ership in local schools makes an ex-
traordinary difference. We have seen 
constant examples of that. He has had 
a focus and attention particularly on 
having good principals in the schools. 

He has introduced a number of pieces 

of legislation. We have drawn on them 

heavily. He is one who is deeply con-

cerned and involved in the education 

issue.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-

SON of Florida.) The Senator from Mas-

sachusetts.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I begin 

by thanking my colleague and con-

gratulating him on his extraordinary 

leadership in this effort. I thank Sen-

ator GREGG also for his cooperation 
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and leadership. Senator KENNEDY, as 
we all know, has been fighting for and 
pushing for education reform for a long 
time. He has been our leading voice in 
the Senate on the subject of education. 
His tenacity in pursuing this in mo-
ments that even appeared to be bleak— 

and I thank his staff also for that— 

have helped to bring us to this mo-

ment.
It gives me great pleasure to come to 

the Senate floor today to talk about, 

and to lend my support to, the con-

ference report for H.R. 1, the No Child 

Left Behind Act. This is 

groundbreaking legislation that en-

hances the Federal Government’s com-

mitment to our Nation’s public edu-

cation system, dramatically 

reconfigures the federal role in public 

education, and embraces many of the 

principles and programs that I believe 

are critical to improving the public 

education system. 
This bill represents a true coming to-

gether of Republicans and Democrats, 

and both sides made important com-

promises in order to arrive at this 

point. I have come to the floor many 

times over the past few years to ex-

press my belief that we were past due 

to break the partisan gridlock over 

education reform, and to come to-

gether around the programs, policies, 

and initiatives that members of both 

parties could agree are critical to im-

proving public education. For years we 

spun our wheels as we tried to reform 

the public education system, Repub-

licans calling for a diminished Federal 

role, Democrats calling for more pro-

grams and greater funding levels. I was 

of the opinion that there was signifi-

cant room for consensus on public edu-

cation reform, and last year I worked 

with 10 of my Democratic colleagues to 

introduce legislation that would help 

break the stalemate and move beyond 

the tired, partisan debates of the past. 

Our education proposal became the 

foundation of the bill before us today. 

I am extraordinarily pleased that Re-

publicans and Democrats came to-

gether to adopt a fresh, new approach 

to improving public education, one 

that focuses on increasing student 

achievement and that provides in-

creased resources and flexibility in ex-

change for increased accountability. 
The No Child Left Behind Act pro-

vides public schools with more funding 

and flexibility in return for demanding 

accountability for results. I am con-

vinced that a strong accountability 

system is the linchpin of this reform. 

For the first time, the Federal Govern-

ment will put into place an account-

ability system that will hold States, 

schools, and districts accountable for 

steadily improving the learning of 

their children and closing the achieve-

ment gap between rich and poor and 

between minorities and non-minorities. 

The accountability provisions in this 

bill sharply redefine the definition of 

adequate yearly progress to ensure 
that schools and districts are making 
demonstrable gains in closing the 
achievement gap. This legislation re-
quires States, districts, and schools to 
set annual goals for raising student 
achievement so that all students 

achieve proficiency in 12 years. The bill 

applies performance standards and con-

sequences not only to the title I pro-

gram but to all major programs. And in 

addition to requiring tough corrective 

actions for chronically failing schools, 

it gives students in failing schools the 

right to either transfer to a better pub-

lic school or obtain supplemental serv-

ices.
This bill puts in place a new account-

ability system, which is a vital first 

step to improving student achieve-

ment. But implementing and enforcing 

the accountability system are equally 

as important as creating one. The Fed-

eral Government must follow through 

on its commitment to hold schools ac-

countable for student achievement or 

the legislation that we are passing 

today will do little to change the sta-

tus quo. I urge the administration to 

vigorously implement and enforce the 

provisions of this new law. 
Another key component of this bill is 

the expansion of public school choice 

and charter schools. I strongly support 

increasing the educational options 

available to parents within the public 

school framework, and in fact, expand-

ing public school choice has been one of 

my education reform priorities. I be-

lieve that choice and competition with-

in the public school system are vital 

ingredients to increasing account-

ability and improving our schools. I am 

pleased that the No Child Left Behind 

Act strengthens the Federal charter 

school program and authorizes the 

inter-and intra-district choice initia-

tive. The legislation also requires 

states and local districts to issue de-

tailed report cards with data on school 

performance so that parents can be 

better informed about the quality of 

their child’s schools and can make edu-

cated decisions about which school 

their child should attend. 
This bill does an excellent job of tar-

geting federal education funds to pub-

lic schools with large numbers of poor 

children. The title I program was origi-

nally designed to compensate for 

spending gaps left by state and local 

education funding in order to help level 

the playing field for children in low-in-

come school districts. However, despite 

the goal of sending funds to those very 

low-income schools, over the years, 

money has been directed to commu-

nities with extremely low poverty 

rates and in some instances does not 

reach the country’s poorest schools at 

all. This legislation funnels new title I 

funding through the targeted grant for-

mula, which will ensure that the need-

iest communities receive additional 

funding.

I am extremely pleased that the con-
ference report includes my amend-
ments to improve school leadership and 
increase alternative education oppor-
tunities, which were part of the edu-
cation reform bill that Senator GORDON

SMITH and I introduced during the 
106th Congress. Focusing on school 
leadership is critical to ensuring that 
the ambitions reforms contain din this 
legislation are successfully imple-
mented in the schools. Many of today’s 
principals are reaching the age at 
which they could choose to retire, and 
evidence has pointed to a decline in the 

number of candidates for each opening. 

If we don’t stem the flow of retirees 

and buoy up the numbers of aspiring 

principals, we will face a crucial school 

leadership crisis—one that could debili-

tate meaningful education reform. A 

good principal can create a climate 

that fosters excellence in teaching and 

learning, while an ineffective one can 

quickly thwart the progress of the 

most dedicated reformers. I can tell 

you unequivocally that I have never 

been in a blue-ribbon school that 

doesn’t have a blue-ribbon principal. 

And I’m sure that my colleagues have 

noticed this, too when they have vis-

ited schools in their respective States. 

Without a good leader as principal, it is 

difficult to instigate or sustain any 

meaningful chance and schools cannot 

be transformed, restructured, or recon-

stituted without leadership. 
Our amendment addressed this crit-

ical problem in school leadership by 

giving States greater flexibility in the 

use of their title II dollars so that 

funding can be used to retain high- 

quality principles and to improve prin-

cipal quality. By expanding the list of 

authorized uses of funds, this amend-

ment will allow States and school dis-

tricts to use Federal dollars to ensure 

that principals have the instructional 

skills to help teachers teach, imple-

ment alternative routes for principal 

certification, or mentor new principals, 

and to provide principals with high- 

quality professional development. 
The conference agreement also in-

cludes our amendment on alternative 

education opportunities. The presence 

of chronically disruptive students in 

schools interferes with the learning op-

portunities for other students. One way 

to ensure safe schools and manageable 

classrooms has been to require the re-

moval of disruptive and dangerous stu-

dents. While expulsion and suspensions 

may make schools safer and more man-

ageable, students’ problems do not go 

away when they are removed from the 

classroom—the problems just go some-

where else. The consensus among edu-

cators and others concerned with at- 

risk youth is that it is vital for ex-

pelled students to receive educational 

counseling or other services to help 

modify their behavior while they are 

away from school. Without such serv-

ices, students generally return to 
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school no better disciplined and no bet-
ter able to manage their anger or 
peaceably resolve disputes. Our amend-
ment enable States and school districts 
to develop, establish, or improve alter-
native educational opportunities for 
violent or drug abusing students under 

the Safe and Drug Free Schools pro-

gram.
This bill is a compromise, and thus, 

everyone can point to things that they 

wish were done differently. I echo the 

comments made by my colleagues, in 

particular Senator JEFFORDS, who have 

decried the lost opportunity to include 

in this bill guaranteed full funding for 

the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-

cation Act. This bill fails to deliver on 

the Federal Governments commitment 

to fully fund special education, and it 

does this just as it places substantial 

new requirements on schools. Perhaps 

most disconcerting, all of this comes at 

a time when state budgets are in def-

icit. According to the National Gov-

ernors’ Association, states are facing a 

$35 billion shortfall due to the national 

recession, and states have already 

begun paring back their education 

budgets. The No Child Left Behind Act 

contains significant, meaningful re-

forms, but these reforms cannot suc-

ceed without sufficient resources. We 

expect about a 20 percent increase in 

education funding this year, which is a 

tremendous step forward. But we need 

to continue to make resources a pri-

ority—we need to fully fund IDEA—we 

must not thrust new requirements on 

schools without providing them with 

sufficient resources to implement re-

forms.
I also have concerns about the man-

datory testing provisions contained in 

the bill. This legislation requires the 

testing of all students in math and 

reading in grades 3–8. I am not opposed 

to testing, in fact, I think that tests 

are important so that we know year to 

year how well students are achieving. 

It is critically important to be able to 

identify where gaps exists so that ef-

forts can be focused on closing them. 

When used correctly, good tests pro-

vide information that helps teachers 

understand the academic strengths and 

weaknesses of students and tailor in-

struction to respond to the needs of 

students with targeted teaching and 

appropriate materials. My concern is 

that once we know where the gaps 

exist, once we know how a child needs 

to be helped, we will not provide the re-

sources necessary to ensure that all 

students are able to reach proficiency. 

It is my sincere hope that Congress and 

the States will continue to recognize 

that reform and resources go hand-in- 

hand. Resources without account-

ability is a waste of money, and ac-

countability without resources is a 

waste of time. The two together are 

key to successful reform. 
I would like to congratulate the con-

ferees for their tremendous work on 

this legislation. I am excited and en-

couraged by the reforms in this bill. I 

believe that they will have a tremen-

dous impact on raising student 

achievement by increasing account-

ability, improving teacher and prin-

cipal quality, expanding flexibility, 

and increasing public school choice. 

This groundbreaking legislation has 

enormous potential. I hope that the 

Congress will live up to its commit-

ment to provide states and schools 

with the resources they need to make 

these reforms work. 
We are now about to adopt a fresh 

new approach to improving public edu-

cation in a way that focuses on improv-

ing student achievement and providing 

increased resources simultaneously. 

Though I will add to the voice of my 

colleagues in the Senate, the resources 

are not what they need to be to guar-

antee success. 
Last year, I joined with 10 of my 

Democratic colleagues to introduce 

legislation that we hoped would break 

the stalemate, that would change the 

dialog. I would like to believe that 

thanks to the efforts of the Senator 

from Indiana and the Senator from 

Connecticut and others, we have con-

tributed in a way that has helped to 

shift that dialog. 
We are now providing a strong ac-

countability system which is the 

linchpin of reform, together with a re-

configuration of the role that the Fed-

eral Government plays in providing 

some resources and flexibility over the 

use of funds to the States in exchange 

for that strong accountability system. 

For the first time, the Federal Govern-

ment is putting into place account-

ability that will hold States, schools, 

and districts accountable for steadily 

improving the learning of their chil-

dren and closing the achievement gap 

between the rich and the poor, between 

minorities and nonminorities. 
I am also pleased that the law in-

cludes a mechanism to target addi-

tional funding to schools with high 

concentrations of low-income students. 

Historically, title I has always been 

our focus of directing Federal funds to 

schools with large proportions of poor 

students, but Congress has not always 

met that goal. It is our hope that this 

increased targeting, for which I again 

congratulate Senator KENNEDY, is 

going to be an important part of our 

achieving that. 
Another key component is the expan-

sion of school choice in public schools 

together with the charter schools. I 

strongly support increasing edu-

cational options available to parents 

within the public school system frame-

work. In fact, expanding public school 

choice has been one of my top edu-

cation priorities. I am pleased that the 

No Child Left Behind Act strengthens 

that Federal charter program and au-

thorizes the inter- and intradistrict 

school choice initiative. 

I am also pleased that it includes sev-

eral amendments that I have proposed, 

one specifically to improve principals, 

to improve the strength of leadership. 

We can have all the rules we want and 

all the framework we want, but if you 

don’t have adequate leadership in the 

schools, it is often hard to achieve. We 

have a method in here to help to in-

crease that. 
We also include an amendment that I 

have introduced to enable States and 

school districts to help to develop, es-

tablish, and improve alternative edu-

cational opportunities for violent or 

drug offending students under the Safe 

and Drug Free Schools Program. That 

is one way to guarantee that we will 

ensure safe classrooms, safe schools, 

manageable classrooms by removing 

disruptive students and dangerous stu-

dents and making sure that those who 

are expelled receive educational coun-

seling or other services to help modify 

their behavior. 
This bill, as all legislation, is a com-

promise. Not everything meets 

everybody’s eye. I do believe we have 

to push on to achieve the opportunity 

of guaranteeing full funding for indi-

viduals with disabilities education, and 

we have to guarantee the resources for 

this act. 
I congratulate Senator KENNEDY and

all those who have been part of this ef-

fort to bring this bill to the floor. 
I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, at this 

time I yield 8 minutes to the Senator 

from Alabama who, as a member of the 

committee, played a significant role. 

This is such a complex bill. It required 

a lot of different people thinking about 

different parts of it. It has so many 

moving parts, it really is not the hand-

iwork of one individual. It truly was 

the handiwork of a large number of 

Senators participating from both sides 

of the aisle. The Senator from Alabama 

played a major role in a variety of 

areas, especially in the discipline area 

and the safe and drug free schools. I 

very much appreciate the work he did. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, It is a 

pleasure to see this bill come up now 

for what I believe will be its approval. 

We have worked hard on it. I know it 

was a thrill to see the bill come out of 

committee with a unanimous vote 

under the leadership of Senator KEN-

NEDY and ranking member, Senator 

GREGG. I thought that showed good bi-

partisan support. It languished a bit in 

conference with the House, and we 

struggled a bit. The President had to 

raise the level of heat a bit, but things 

have moved forward. It is exciting to 

see this bill move toward law. 
The President campaigned on edu-

cation as one of his top themes. He 

talked about it constantly. He visited 
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schools regularly. His wife was a teach-

er. He has honored that commitment 

by continuing to press a major edu-

cation bill this year which will rep-

resent one of the largest increases in 

funding for education in recent years. 

It also represents a significant policy 

change that will allow more freedom 

for the school systems, that will put 

more money in local schools, that will 

help children who are being left behind 

and move them forward. 
I believe we should recognize and sa-

lute the leadership of the Secretary of 

Education, Rod Paige. He came here 

from Houston. He was chosen to be the 

superintendent of the Houston school 

system, comprised around 200,000 stu-

dents. He believed that a 37-percent 

passing rate of the Texas test in Hous-

ton was unacceptable. In 5 years, with 

determination, sound policies and 

great leadership, he doubled the per-

centage of schoolchildren passing that 

test.
I say that because there are some 

people who do not believe that progress 

is possible. I have seen school systems 

in every State in America. There are 

systems where teachers, parents, and 

leaders have come together to achieve 

significant increases in productivity 

and change. Certainly money is not the 

complete answer; it is also policy 

change, determination, and leadership. 

We have too many schools where chil-

dren are locked into a failing system, 

and they have been falling behind. No-

body even knows or cares that they are 

falling behind. They can’t go to any 

other school. They are required by law 

to attend this dysfunctional school. 

And that is just not good. 
The President understands this deep-

ly. As Governor of Texas, he made edu-

cation one of his highest priorities, and 

he has made it his number one domes-

tic priority as President. He has helped 

us move forward to what I think is 

really historic legislation. It is an 

honor to be a part of it. 
Testing and accountability have been 

a matter of some debate. I do not be-

lieve tests are accurate reflections of a 

child’s complete ability to learn and 

what they absolutely know. But it is 

true that you can determine through a 

test whether a child can do funda-

mental mathematics, whether a child 

knows fundamental science, and 

whether a child can read or not. It is a 

tragedy in America that we have been 

moving children through the school 

system, even to graduation, who can’t 

read and write and they are making 

the lowest possible scores on tests. We 

have just accepted that. That is not a 

good way to do it. 
The President has said he is not 

going to leave any child behind, and we 

will make sure we achieve that goal. 

We are going to find out if children are 

falling behind. We will have a testing 

program in grades 3 through 8 in math 

and reading that will not be Federal 

Government-mandated tests, but state 

tests, and we will begin to learn. The 

newspaper editors, the business com-

munity, the teachers, the principals, 

the parents, and the students will know 

how the kids are doing in that school 

system. Some schools do better than 

others. We need to find out which ones 

are doing best and identify those that 

are not doing well. I think that is im-

portant. As Secretary Paige says, if 

you love the children and you care 

about them and you want them to 

learn so they can be successful 

throughout their lives, you will not 

allow them to fall behind. 
What we need to do is intervene early 

in the lives of children when they are 

falling behind—as soon as possible. 

Then we can make some progress. This 

bill says there can be supplemental 

services in a system that is not work-

ing and where kids are falling behind. 

They can get maybe $500 or $1,000 for 

outside tutoring for a child who is not 

keeping up because as you get further 

behind, a lot of bad things happen. Dr. 

Paige says that a child in the seventh, 

eighth, and ninth grades, if they are 

really behind, that is when they drop 

out. Normally, it is around the ninth 

grade. They can’t keep up, they are be-

hind and discouraged, and they drop 

out.
We need to find out in the third 

grade, the fourth grade, and fifth grade 

how they are doing and make sure we 

then intervene, when the cost is not so 

great. We can increase their ability to 

be a functional and good student and 

help them go on to success. It is a lot 

like business management, frankly. It 

is just good supervision and having a 

system that does not allow the status 

quo to drift, but one where we care 

enough to make the tough decisions, 

apply tough love, to insist that chil-

dren behave in the classroom, they do 

their homework, and teachers do their 

work. If teachers are not performing, 

they need to be held to account, and we 

need to create accountability in the 

system. If we do so, I believe we can 

make real progress. 
As a part of the compromise that 

went on in the legislation, some good 

language was put in to ensure that all 

this testing we require is paid for by 

the Federal Government, so it is not an 

unfunded mandate. We also have in the 

bill testing rules that guarantee States 

will not have their curriculum set by 

Washington. It will guarantee that the 

tests don’t mandate a single type of 

learning in America. I think that proc-

ess worked well as we went forward. 
The flexibility goal has been 

achieved in a number of ways. It is not 

as great as I would like to see it. I have 

visited, in the last 15 to 18 months, 20 

schools in Alabama and spent a lot of 

time talking with teachers, principals, 

superintendents, school board mem-

bers. They felt very strongly. These are 

people who have given their lives to 

children. They have chosen to teach 

and to be involved in education. They 

have told me consistently that the 

Federal Government has too many 

rules and regulations that make their 

lives more difficult and actually com-

plicate their ability to teach in a class-

room. There is money, but it is only 

available for what the Federal Govern-

ment says, not for what they know 

they need at a given time in their com-

munities.

I think we need to continue to im-

prove in the area of flexibility. We 

have made some real progress in that, 

and I am happy we have made progress 

in this bill. But it could have been 

greater. I think our teachers and prin-

cipals will like what they see. It is a 

step in the right direction. 

Alabama has established an exceed-

ingly fine reading program that is 

being replicated by many States. Sen-

ator KENNEDY’s excellent school sys-

tem in Massachusetts is always on the 

cutting edge of things. They have ap-

propriated $10 million to just study 

this program and implement some of it 

in their system. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I sa-

lute the leadership on this legislation. 

I note that the IDEA program amend-

ments that were passed in the House 

and the Senate were not included in 

this, which was a disappointment to 

me. But we will have an opportunity 

next year to reform that, during the re-

authorization of IDEA. 

I believe education is one of the most 

important issues that faces our Naiton 

today. We need to do all we can to free 

States and localities from Federal reg-

ulation, assure accountability by set-

ting high standards, and empower par-

ents with choices and information. 

As Governor of Texas, President 

Bush recognized the importance of edu-

cation and made it the centerpiece of 

his campaign for President. When he 

took office, he delivered on his promise 

by releasing a comprehensive plan for 

reform during the first days he was in 

office.

I believe that President Bush’s lead-

ership has been essential to the Con-

gress producing the historic reform leg-

islation that was passed by the con-

ference committee on December 11. 

Since the tragedy on September 11 the 

Congress and the President have under-

standably been focused on the war on 

terrorism.

I believe it is a credit to the leader-

ship of President Bush that he was able 

to continue to make education reform 

a priority. He never lost sight of pro-

tecting our greatest resource, and chil-

dren. His leadership never wavered and 

I believe we could not have reached the 

bipartisan compromise in the edu-

cation conference without his influ-

ence.
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Secretary of Education Rod Paige 

was also essential to our efforts at re-
form. Secretary Paige’s real-life expe-
riences as Superintendent of the Hous-
ton school system were invaluable in 
helping us to formulate legislation 
that will truly foster reform for all our 
children.

I would also like to recognize the 
leadership of Senators GREGG and KEN-
NEDY here in the Senate and Congress-
men BOEHNER and MILLER in the House. 
Even when our country was threatened 
and they could have abandoned this ef-
fort, they stayed focused and were able 
to hammer out their differences and 
come up with a good piece of legisla-
tion.

While the legislation does not con-
tain all the provisions that I would 
have liked to have seen in the bill, it 
does take some important steps toward 
improving the educational opportuni-
ties for all our children. 

The conference report includes test-
ing in grades 3 through 8 in math and 
reading, which is the cornerstone of 
the President’s plan. I am glad that we 
have recognized the need to measure 
the progress of our students. We must 
determine if our schools are actually 
teaching our children the skills they 
need to succeed. The only way to meas-
ure our students knowledge is through 
testing.

While some have raised concerns 
about reliance on testing, I believe this 
legislation strikes an important bal-
ance to ensure that we bring account-
ability to the system without overbur-
dening our State and local school sys-
tems.

The bill significantly changes ac-
countability standards with the goal of 
assuring that low income students are 
learning at a level that is equal to 

their peers. The States are charged 

with developing the tests based on 

their own curriculum. This is not a 

one-size-fits-all approach. 
The bill specifically prohibits feder-

ally sponsored national testing or Fed-

eral control over curriculum and sets 

up a series of controls to ensure that 

any national evaluating test such as 

NAEP must be fair and objective and 

does not test or evaluate a child’s 

views, opinions, or beliefs. 
In addition, the bill includes a trig-

ger mechanism so that State-based 

testing requirements are paid for by 

the Federal Government thus avoiding 

an unfunded mandate. 
In Alabama, we have already recog-

nized the importance of testing, we al-

ready test our students in virtually 

every year of school. I believe this leg-

islation will assist Alabama in these 

efforts and the new funds will help to 

improve the current system. 
The legislation also includes a num-

ber of major new initiatives which give 

parents options when their children are 

trapped in failing schools. 
For the first time, parents whose 

child is trapped in a failing school will 

be able to take a portion of the monies 

available under title I for their child— 

approximately $500 to $1,000—and use it 

to get the child outside tutorial sup-

port. These services can come from 

public institutions, private providers, 

or faith-based educators. 
For children who have fallen behind 

because of lack of good services at 

their school, groups such as Boys and 

Girls Clubs, Catholic schools, Sylvan 

Learning Centers, and a variety of 

other agencies would be able to give 

these children the support they need to 

catch up in the areas of math and 

English.
Another new opportunity provided 

for parents under this legislation in-

volves public school choice. A parent 

whose child is trapped in a failing 

school will have the opportunity to 

send their child to another public 

school which is not failing and have 

the transportation costs paid for. 
This bill does not allow parents to 

access private schools, but it does pro-

vide parents the option to move their 

child to a better public school where 

they can get an adequate education. 
We believe this option will put pres-

sure on those public schools within a 

major school system that are failing 

and will give these children a viable 

chance to succeed. 
I believe one of our most important 

goals is to give States and local com-

munities more flexibility. After all, 

they are best suited to make decisions 

regarding their own children. While the 

legislation does not provide the flexi-

bility that many of us would have liked 

to have seen, it does make major im-

provements in freeing State and local 

education agencies from burdensome 

Federal regulations. 
Currently, Federal rules mandate 

that funds only be used for a des-

ignated purpose. Under this legislation, 

all 50 States will be permitted to make 

significant spending decisions of up to 

50 percent of their non-title I funds by 

being allowed to move those funds from 

account to account without Federal ap-

proval.
This means that States and local 

communities can spend these funds 

where they feel they will get the most 

benefit for the dollars. 
Seven States will also be permitted 

to consolidate 100 percent of their 

State activity, administrative funds, 

and innovative block grant funds and 

use them for any activity authorized 

under H.R. 1. This frees up hundreds of 

millions of dollars for these States to 

use at their discretion. This will dra-

matically expand a State’s flexibility 

of they decided to participate in the 

program.
Up to 150 school districts—at least 

three per State—could also apply to 

participate in even broader flexibility. 

They will be able to apply for waivers 

from virtually all Federal education 

rules and requirements associated with 

a variety of ESEA programs in ex-
change for agreeing to further improve 
academic achievement for their low-in-
come students. 

The concept is simple, the Federal 
Government will give them even great-
er flexibility in exchange for signifi-
cant results. 

The State of Alabama has instituted 
a major reading initiative that has 
begun to make a difference in the lives 
of students in our state. In fact, the 
Alabama Reading Initiative is becom-
ing a model for reading programs in 
other States. 

Massachusetts has appropriated $10 
million to begin a program based on 
Alabama’s efforts and Florida is begin-
ning a pilot program in 12 school dis-
tricts patterned after the Alabama Ini-
tiative.

President Bush also recognizes the 
importance of reading, he has described 
reading as ‘‘the new civil right.’’ Early 
on, he stated his goal that every child 
should be able to read by the third 
grade. One of the cornerstones of Presi-
dent Bush’s education plan was his 
Reading First and Early Reading First 
initiatives.

These initiatives are meant to en-
courage States and local schools to im-
plement scientifically based reading 
programs and to augment programs 
such as the Alabama Reading Initia-
tive.

The Reading First Initiative would 
help to establish reading programs for 
children in kindergarten through grade 
3. Under this legislation, Federal fund-
ing for reading programs will be tripled 
from $300 million in 2001 to $900 million 
for 2002. President Bush has dem-
onstrated his commitment to this pro-
gram by budgeting $5 billion over 5 
years for the effort. 

The companion program, Early Read-
ing First, is intended to enhance read-
ing readiness for children in high pov-
erty areas and where there are high 
numbers of students who are not read-
ing at the appropriate level. The $75 
million initiative is designed to pro-
vide the critical early identification 
and early reading interventions nec-
essary to prevent reading failure 
among our children. 

This legislation also takes important 
steps to improve teacher quality in our 
schools. In order to provide increased 
flexibility, the agreement eliminates 
the class-size reduction program and 
now gives school districts the option to 
choose whether they want to use fed-
eral teacher dollars to recruit or retain 
teachers, reduce class-size or to provide 
additional training to teachers already 
in the classroom. 

States would also be able to spend 
Federal teacher dollars on merit pay, 
tenure reform, teacher testing and al-
ternative certification. 

The point is to allow flexibility for 
school districts to address the needs 
most important to the local commu-
nity, instead of simply dictating what 
should be done from Washington. 
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The legislation also includes the 

teacher liability language that passed 
the Senate. 

These provisions help to ensure that 
teachers, principals, and other school 
professionals can undertake reasonable 
actions to maintain order and dis-
cipline in the classroom, without the 
fear of being dragged into court or sub-
ject to frivolous lawsuits simply for 
doing their jobs. 

One issue that I am disappointed that 
we did not address in this legislation 
are the problems with the discipline 
provisions in Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act, IDEA. 

While both the House and the Senate 
passed provisions to address this prob-
lem, unfortunately, many of my col-
leagues on the conference committee 
opposed both versions and neither was 
included in the final conference report. 

Having traveled all over Alabama 
and visiting a number of schools over 
the past few years, I am firmly con-
vinced that the Federal IDEA dis-
cipline regulations cause more distress 
for dedicated teachers than any other 
single Federal rule or mandate. 

Some of my colleagues on the con-

ference committee feel very strongly 

about this issue and strongly opposed 

my amendment. But I want to make 

my proposal clear. 
My amendment was carefully tai-

lored to allow schools to discipline 

IDEA students in the same manner as 

non-IDEA students, when the behavior 

that led to the disciplinary action is 

not related to the child’s disability. No 

child could be denied educational serv-

ices for behavior that is related to 

their disability. 
My amendment also retains many of 

the procedural safeguards in current 

law to ensure that IDEA children are 

treated fairly, but it allows state and 

local educators more flexibility in 

their discipline policies. 
My amendment also would provide a 

better option for parents of children 

with disabilities to move their child to 

a better educational environment. 

While this option is available under 

current law, my language would 

streamline this process. The parents of 

the child and the school would still 

have to agree on this decision. 
I believe this is a reasonable proposal 

that would allow more students with 

disabilities, with the agreement of the 

school, to seek special education pro-

grams that better meet their needs. 
During my meetings at schools, I en-

couraged teachers to write to me to 

share their experiences with IDEA. I 

received a large stack of mail. 
The frustration and compassion in 

the letters is powerful. Real stories 

from educators and students are the 

best evidence of the need for change. 
Two things are clear to me. First, 

current Federal IDEA discipline rules 

cause disruption in the classroom and 

even threaten the safety of students 

and teachers. 

Second, the Federal Government 

needs to increase IDEA funding and 

meet its commitment to providing 40 

percent of the national average per 

pupil expenditure. 
President Bush’s budget included a $1 

billion increase for IDEA for next year, 

the largest increase ever proposed by a 

President in his budget. He is com-

mitted to increasing this funding in fu-

ture years. 
This new funding will be an impor-

tant step in assisting schools to meet 

the goals established under IDEA. 
The IDEA law is filled with complex 

issues and problems besides discipline. 

One area that Secretary Paige seeks to 

address is the possible over-identifica-

tion and disproportionate placement of 

minority students in special education. 
Secretary Paige has spoken to me 

about this problem and I stand ready 

to work with him to address it. For ex-

ample, we need to look at how to dis-

tribute Federal special education funds 

without creating inappropriate incen-

tives regarding referral, placement or 

services to children. 
We shouldn’t be creating an incentive 

for schools to place children in special 

education programs that can be helped 

under our existing system. 
The IDEA law provides many wonder-

ful and special benefits for children 

with disabilities, but we can make it 

better. It is important that we return 

common sense and compassion to this 

problem.
I am committed to working to im-

prove the law when it comes up for re-

authorization next year. If we work to-

gether by providing more money for 

IDEA and give more authority to our 

local school officials, we can take a big 

step toward improving learning. 
While I continue to believe that edu-

cation is and must remain the primary 

function of State and local govern-

ment, I believe this legislation will 

help to improve our public education 

system.
This legislation is far from perfect 

and I am sure we will have to make ad-

justments in future years. 
But I believe that with President 

Bush’s leadership this legislation pre-

sents the best opportunity in 35 years 

to return power and dollars to the state 

and local school districts and to make 

academic achievement a priority. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 

2 minutes to the Senator from Arkan-

sas. First, I remind the Senate that 

during the debate on this issue her 

amendment to increase the funding for 

bilingual education passed 62 to 34, and 

we kept her first year mark in this bill. 

That will mean that 400,000 more lim-

ited-English-speaking children will be 

able to learn. It is a major achievement 

and accomplishment. She has educated 

the Senate about the change in demo-

graphics and what is happening in her 

part of the world. We welcome the op-

portunity to yield her 2 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I come 

to the floor today to express my sup-

port for the education reform package 

that is now before the Senate. After de-

bating this issue for almost 3 years, I 

am pleased we have reached a bi-par-

tisan agreement on a package that 

puts our children’s future ahead of the 

partisan bickering that has diverted 

our energy and attention for too long. 

This proposal before the Senate rep-

resents an important step in the right 

direction by recognizing the right of 

every child to receive a high quality 

education.
I know many of my colleagues played 

a critical role in fashioning this very 

important legislation. I especially 

want to express my appreciation to 

Senator KENNEDY and Senator GREGG

for their tireless efforts on behalf of 

our nation’s school children. As some-

one who has followed the progress of 

this bill very closely, I think each 

Member of this body owes the man-

agers of this bill a debt of gratitude for 

bringing Senators with very different 

points of view together to find common 

ground on this critical issue. I applaud 

their leadership and I congratulate 

your success. 
I also want to say a special word of 

thanks to Senators LIEBERMAN and

BAYH who demonstrated real leadership 

by talking about many of the reforms 

we are about to ratify before those 

ideas were very popular. They deserve 

a lot of credit for the final agreement 

they helped draft and I was honored to 

join them in crafting the original 

Three R’s proposals that is clearly re-

flected in the bill before us. 
As I noted previously, I support this 

bipartisan compromise because it con-

tains many of the elements that I 

think are essential to foster academic 

success. It provides school districts 

with the resources they need to meet 

higher standards. It expands access in 

Arkansas to funding for teacher qual-

ity, English language instruction, and 

after-school programs by distributing 

resources through a reliable formula 

based on need, not on the ability of 

school districts to fill out a federal 

grant application. And finally, and 

most importantly, in exchange for 

more flexibility and resources, it holds 

States and school districts accountable 

for the academic performance of all 

children.
I do want to highlight one component 

of this legislation that I had a direct 

role in shaping. During consideration 

of the Senate reform bill in May, I suc-

cessfully offered an amendment with 

Senator KENNEDY and others calling on 

Congress to substantially increase 

funding to enable language minority 

students to master English and achieve 

high levels of learning in all subjects. 
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More importantly for my State of Ar-

kansas, under the approach I promoted, 

funding will now be distributed to 

States and local districts through a re-

liable formula based on the number of 

students who need help with their 

English proficiency. 
Currently, even though Arkansas has 

experienced a dramatic increase in the 

number of limited English proficient 

(LEP) students during the last decade, 

my state does very poorly in accessing 

federal funding to meet the needs of 

these students because the bulk of the 

funding is distributed through a maze 

of competitive grants. 
I am pleased the conferees accepted 

the funding level and the reforms I ad-

vocated. This new approach represents 

a dramatic improvement over the cur-

rent system and will greatly benefit 

schools and students in my State. 
Ultimately, I believe all of the re-

forms that are contained in this bill 

will make an important difference in 

the future of our children and our na-

tion. So I join my colleagues on both 

sides of the aisle to urge the adoption 

of this truly landmark legislation. 
Unfortunately, I feel compelled to 

mention one aspect of this legislation 

that dampens my excitement for its 

passage. Even though I believe the bill 

on balance represents a major improve-

ment over the current federal frame-

work, I am very disappointed that we 

are once again denying the promise we 

made to our constituents in 1975 to pay 

40 percent of the costs of serving stu-

dents under IDEA. 
In my opinion, our failure to live up 

to this promise undermines to some ex-

tent the very reforms we seek to ad-

vance. I will continue to work in the 

Senate to reverse this record of inac-

tion which is profoundly unfair to 

school districts, teachers, and the stu-

dents they serve. 
I want to close, by thanking all of 

my colleagues who spent many weeks 

and months negotiating this agree-

ment. Even though progress has been 

slow at times, the way Democrats and 

Republicans have worked together on 

this bill is a model I hope we can re-

peat often in the future. 
Mr. President, again, I thank the 

Senator from Massachusetts for his 

leadership and assistance to me in 

being able to achieve something on be-

half of the people of Arkansas. Once 

again, I express my support for the 

education reform package now before 

the Senate. We have debated this issue 

for almost 3 years, and we are so 

pleased we have reached a bipartisan 

agreement on the package that puts 

our children’s future ahead of the par-

tisan bickering that has diverted our 

energy and attention for way too long. 
The proposal before the Senate rep-

resents an important step in the right 

direction by recognizing the right of 

every child in this great Nation to re-

ceive a high-quality education. 

I know many of my colleagues played 

a critical role in fashioning this very 

important legislation, but there are 

two individuals who have been abso-

lutely incredible in this debate and in 

this negotiation. I especially express 

my appreciation to Senator KENNEDY

and to Senator GREGG for their tireless 

efforts on behalf of our Nation’s school-

children.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 7 

minutes to the Senator from Tennessee 

who has played a very considerable role 

in this legislation, especially in the 

flexibility accounts, but he had input 

throughout the legislation and has 

done an exceptional job in making this 

a better bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise to 

congratulate Senator GREGG and Sen-

ator KENNEDY for their leadership in 

pulling together a complex bill. This 

bill accomplishes the goals that many 

of us have been talking about over the 

last 2 years, the total length of time we 

have been working on this bill. Those 

goals included striving for more flexi-

bility, accountability, and local con-

trol.
The events of September 11, 2001 dra-

matically changed our nation. As a re-

sult, the President is focused on com-

bating forces unlike any other we have 

faced in our history. Nonetheless, the 

President has remained steadfastly 

committed to education reform and 

thanks to his efforts, today we send to 

him a bill that will transform the Fed-

eral Government’s role in education. 
Since 1965, Federal aid has been pro-

vided to school districts for the edu-

cation of disadvantaged children 

through title I. Despite spending $125 

billion on Title I over the past 25 years, 

the most recent results of the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress, 

NAEP, tests for fourth-grade reading 

confirm that our current education 

system has not closed this achievement 

gap.
The NAEP results revealed that 37 

percent of the nation’s fourth graders 

scored below basic. That means 37 per-

cent of our fourth graders cannot read. 
I was disturbed to read in our Nash-

ville newspaper, the Tennessean, last 

week that only 45.5 percent of third- 

graders in Nashville are reading at the 

national average, down almost three 

percentage points from 1998. Perhaps 

more disturbing is the fact that the 

Nashville metro area failed to reduce 

the performance gap between poor stu-

dents and their better-off peers: it was 

reduced only .2 percent in the elemen-

tary and middle-school grades, and it 

increased by 1 percent for high-school 

students.
As President Bush has said, too many 

children in America are segregated by 

low expectations, illiteracy, and self- 

doubt. In a constantly changing world 

that is demanding increasingly com-

plex skills from its workforce, children 

are literally being left behind. 
The following programs and reforms 

contained in the ‘‘No Child Left Behind 

Act’’ will help our schools better pre-

pare our children for the future: 
For reading first, $975 million in 

funds will be authorized for States to 

establish a comprehensive reading pro-

gram anchored in scientific research. 

States will have the option to receive 

Early Reading First funds to imple-

ment research based pre-reading meth-

ods in pre-school. Tennessee’s recently 

awarded $27 million grant will con-

tinue, and Tennessee will no longer 

have to apply for such funding. Fund-

ing to the State will be guaranteed 

through this new formula grant pro-

gram.
On rural education, $300 million in 

authorized funding will be available to 

some of Tennessee’s rural school dis-

tricts to help them deal with the 

unique problems that confront them. 
On unprecedented flexibility, all 

states and local school districts will be 

able to shift Federal dollars earmarked 

for one specific purpose to other uses 

that more effectively address their 

needs and priorities. And 150 school dis-

tricts choosing to participate would re-

ceive a virtual waiver from Federal 

education requirements in exchange 

for agreeing to improve student 

achievement. I am particularly pleased 

that this latter initiative, known as 

Straight A’s, was included in the final 

form of the bill. 
On empowering parents, parents will 

be enabled to make informed choices 

about schools for their children by 

being given access to school-by-school 

report cards on student achievement 

for all groups of students. Students in 

persistently low-performing schools 

will be provided the option of attending 

alternative public schooling or receiv-

ing Federal funds for tutorial services. 

That means that starting in Sep-

tember, students in more than 6,700 

failing schools will have the authority 

to transfer to better public schools. 

Students in nearly 3,000 of those 

schools also would be eligible for extra 

academic help, such as tutoring and 

summer classes paid with Federal tax 

money. In Tennessee alone, 303 schools 

will be provided these services. 
As to accountability for student per-

formance, parents will know how well 

their child is learning, and schools will 

be held accountable for their effective-

ness with annual state reading and 

math assessments in grades 3–8. States 

will be provided $490 million in funding 

for the assessments. Tennessee will re-

ceive approximately $53 million of 

these funds over the next 5 years. 
With regard to improvements to the 

Technology and Bilingual Education 

programs, the Technology and Bilin-

gual Education programs have been 
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streamlined and made more flexible. 
Parents must be notified that their 
child is in need of English language in-
struction and about how such instruc-
tion will help their child. The bill also 
focuses on ensuring that schools use 
technology to improve student aca-
demic achievement by targeting re-
sources to those schools that are in the 
greatest need of assistance. 

On better targeting, Senator 
LANDRIEU offered an amendment to S. 1 
earlier this year that required better 
targeting of funds to our poorest 
schools. I supported that effort and am 
proud to say that this bill targets funds 
better than ever before. Through con-
solidation of programs and improved 
targeting of resources, we enable 
schools to do so much more with the 7 
percent of funds they receive from the 
Federal Government. 

As to resources for teachers, over $3 
billion will be authorized for teachers 
to be used for professional develop-
ment, salary increases, class size re-
duction and other teacher initiatives. 
Additionally, teachers acting in their 
official capacity will be shielded from 
Federal liability arising out of their ef-
forts to maintain discipline in the 
classroom, so long as they do not en-
gage in reckless or criminal mis-
conduct. And another $450 million will 
be authorized for Math and Science 
training for teachers, an initiative that 
is particularly important to me. 

I want to take a few minutes to dis-
cuss the Math and Science Partnership 
program, because I am particularly 
concerned about the state of Science 
education in our country. The most re-
cent NAEP science section results 
showed that the performance of fourth- 
and eighth-grade students remained 
about the same since 1996, but scores 
for high school seniors changed signifi-
cantly: up six points for private school 
students and down four for public 
school students, for a net national de-
cline of three points. A whopping 82 
percent of twelfth-grade students are 
not proficient in Science and the 
achievement gaps among eighth-grad-
ers are appalling: Only 41 percent of 
white, 7 percent of African-American 
and 12 percent of Hispanic students are 
proficient.

The disappointing overall results for 
seniors on the science section of the 
NAEP prompted Education Secretary 
Rod Paige to call the decline ‘‘morally 
significant.’’ He warned, ‘‘If our grad-
uates know less about science than 
their predecessors four years ago, then 
our hopes for a strong 21st century 
workforce are dimming just when we 
need them most.’’ I couldn’t agree with 
the Secretary more. 

I urge the appropriators to take note 
of these statistics and fund the Math 
and Science Program at the level it 
needs to make a difference. 

In this brief statement, I can only 
begin to list the number of reforms 
within this bill. The bill: 

Enhances accountability and de-

mands results; 
It has unprecedented state and local 

flexibility;
It streamlines bureaucracy and re-

duces red tape; 
It expands choices for parents; 
It contains the President’s Reading 

First initiative; 
It promotes teacher quality and 

smaller classrooms; 
It strives toward making schools 

safer;
It promotes English fluency; 
And that is just a brief summary. 
I want to again congratulate our 

President, who provided great leader-

ship by making education reform his 

top domestic priority. The result is 

that our elementary and secondary 

schools will be strengthened and local 

teachers, administrators and parents 

will be better able to make sure that 

no child is left behind. 
For the first time, Federal dollars 

will be linked to specific performance 

goals to ensure improved results. That 

means schools will be held account-

able. And, by measuring student per-

formance with annual academic assess-

ments, teachers and parents will have 

the ability to monitor each student’s 

progress.
I want to thank Senators GREGG and

KENNEDY for all they have done on this 

bill. Senator GREGG was forced into a 

new leadership role when he suddenly 

became Ranking Member of the HELP 

Committee in the middle of the 6 week 

debate of S. 1. Suddenly, he was 

charged with managing a 1,200 page 

education bill, which was the top do-

mestic priority of the President. I 

know he and his staff, particularly 

Denzel McGuire, have dedicated innu-

merable hours to this piece of legisla-

tion and I commend them for their ef-

forts.
I congratulate, on my staff, Andrea 

Becker, whose diligence, dedication, 

and hard work are reflected in this leg-

islation. Senator GREGG and Senator 

KENNEDY were able to bridge some 

strong policy differences throughout 

and work together to make sure poli-

tics did not prevent passage of this 

landmark legislation. I thank them for 

their leadership and congratulate them 

on passage of this bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator 

from Tennessee for his kind comments, 

and especially for his assistance in 

making this bill a reality. 
Could the Chair advise us as to the 

time remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire has 6 min-

utes remaining. The Senator from Mas-

sachusetts has 231⁄2 minutes remaining. 
Mr. GREGG. How much time is re-

maining for the Senator from Min-

nesota?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-

utes for the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. GREGG. I reserve our time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 

4 minutes to the Senator from Con-

necticut. The Senator from Con-

necticut has been a strong advocate in 

terms of accountability in schools and 

also investing in those children. So I 

welcome his comments. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair 

and I thank my friend from Massachu-

setts, who has played a pivotal role in 

bringing us to this extraordinary mo-

ment of accomplishment. I rise today 

to join my colleagues in voicing my en-

thusiastic support for this conference 

report to reauthorize the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act and help 

reinvigorate America’s public edu-

cation system. 
This democracy of ours is a magnifi-

cent process, beautiful in its freedom, 

although often untidy and cumbersome 

in its execution. We come to one of 

those wonderful moments when it has 

worked to provide a revolutionary 

change in the Federal Government’s re-

lationship to public education in our 

country. This agreement marks a truly 

unique coming together of parties, 

ideologies and people behind legisla-

tion that will help us deliver a high- 

quality public education to the chil-

dren of this Nation and, in doing so, 

help us deliver on the promise of equal 

opportunity for every American. 
With this bill, we are fundamentally 

changing the educational equation in 

our country. We are saying public edu-

cation is no longer a local responsi-

bility, but it is now truly a national 

priority. We are saying we are no 

longer going to tolerate failure for our 

children and from the adults who are 

supposed to be educating them. We are 

saying we believe, as a matter of faith, 

that every child in this country can 

learn at a high level. And we are doing 

what has been long overdue—re-

focusing our Federal policies and re-

doubling our national efforts to help 

realize those expectations of excellence 

and raise academic achievement for all 

of our children.refocusing our Federal 

policies and redoubling our national ef-

forts to help realize those expectations 

of excellence and raise academic 

achievement for all of our children. 
This new educational equation could 

be summed up in six words: Invest in 

reform; insist on results. 
We are proposing to substantially in-

crease Federal funding to better target 

those dollars to the community and 

students with the greatest needs, to 

give States and schools far more free-

dom in choosing how to spend those 

dollars and then, in exchange, to de-

mand more accountability for pro-

ducing results. No longer are we in 

Washington going to ask: How much 

are we spending and where is it going? 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 08:21 Aug 04, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\S18DE1.001 S18DE1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE26612 December 18, 2001 
Now we will ask: How much are our 

children learning and where are they 

going?
This new approach, and the reforms 

we have developed to implement it, re-

flect the best thinking of both parties 

in both branches of our Government 

and the hard work of a lot of Members, 

including particularly Senators KEN-

NEDY and GREGG in this Chamber, and 

Representatives BOEHNER and MILLER

from the House. I want to express my 

appreciation to them for their leader-

ship, their vision, and their commit-

ment to rethinking the way we aid and 

support public education and re-

engineering our partnership with the 

States and local districts. 
I am very proud to have had the op-

portunity to participate in this enor-

mously constructive process as one of 

the negotiators of the Senate version 

of the bill and as a member of the con-

ference committee. For that, I am 

grateful to Majority Leader DASCHLE

and to Chairman KENNEDY, who solic-

ited ideas and input from Senator BAYH

and me and other New Democrats, even 

though we were not members of the 

HELP Committee, and broke with tra-

dition to appoint us to the conference 

committee.
I am particularly proud of the role 

we New Democrats played in shaping 

the framework and ideas behind this 

reform plan, which incorporates many 

of the principles and programs of the 

comprehensive Three R’s plan that 

Senator BAYH and I, and several of our 

colleagues in this Chamber sponsored 

last year. When we started out three 

years ago along this road, our goal was 

to bring some fresh thinking to Federal 

education policy and to help break the 

partisan impasse on this critical mat-

ter, to offer a proposal that could 

bridge the gaps between left and right 

and forge a new consensus for real 

school reform for America’s children, 

and to truly reinvent the Federal role 

in education. With this bill, I think all 

of us, new and old Democrats—I take 

the liberty to say new and old Repub-

licans—can fairly say ‘‘mission accom-

plished.’’
We pushed not only for more funding, 

but to target more of those resources 

to the poorest districts and to restore 

the traditional Federal focus on dis-

advantaged children. This bill does just 

that. We pushed to streamline the Fed-

eral education bureaucracy, reduce the 

strings attached to funding, empower 

local educators and encourage innova-

tion. This bill does just that. 
We pushed to create strong standards 

of accountability, to impose real con-

sequences for chronic failure, and to 

demand measurable progress in closing 

the achievement gap between the haves 

and have-nots. Again, this bill does 

just that. Last but not least, we pushed 

to inject market forces deeper into our 

public school system, to promote 

greater choice and better information 

for parents, and to harness the positive 

pressure of competition to drive real 

change. This bill does just that. 
However, our work is not done. This 

new vision will take time and money to 

succeed, and we must be vigilant in fol-

lowing through on the implementation 

of this legislation. Simply put, these 

reforms will not work if they are not 

matched with resources. The signifi-

cant funding levels provided in the 

Senate and House appropriations bills 

of about $22 billion, an increase of over 

$4 billion, provide a substantial down 

payment in realizing the necessary in-

vestment. But we must do more. We 

cannot close the achievement gap on 

the cheap. We must make increased in-

vestment a priority for the life of this 

bill, not just this year. I think the crit-

ical factor is for all of us to continue to 

work together in a bipartisan way to 

make sure we adequately and aggres-

sively fund the reforms that are part of 

this proposal. 
In the meantime, I want to applaud 

President Bush for working with us in 

a cooperative, constructive manner to 

transform a promising blueprint for re-

form into what will soon be a landmark 

law. This was a model of bipartisanship 

and a reminder of what we can accom-

plish when we leave our partisan agen-

das at the door. I hope we will soon du-

plicate it. 
Mr. President, I wish to expand on 

my earlier comments to provide more 

historical background on the develop-

ment of this conference report and ex-

plain its legislative intent. 
I am extremely pleased that the bill 

embodies many of the legislative inten-

tions and key concepts that a number 

of my fellow New Democrats, particu-

larly Senator EVAN BAYH, and I, pro-

posed when we first introduced the 

Public Education Reinvestment, Re-

invention, and Responsibility Act— 

otherwise known as the ‘‘Three R’s’’ 

bill—in March 2000. I believe that we 

have achieved the same core goals in 

this conference report. The following 

analysis outlines the long, complex and 

ultimately fruitful evolution of the 

bill, and the concepts and themes un-

derpinning its key provisions. 
The need for improving the federal 

role in K–12 public is well established. 

Too many of our schools have for years 

been failing to give low-income and mi-

nority students the education and 

skills they need to thrive in our in-

creasingly knowledge-based economy. 

In addition, our nation faces a large 

achievement gap between higher- and 

lower-income students, and between 

white students and most minority stu-

dents.
Data from the National Assessment 

of Educational Progress for 2000 makes 

this clear. According to the report, 60 

percent of the nation’s fourth graders 

in poverty were reading below the basic 

proficiency level, compared to 26 per-

cent of more affluent fourth graders. 

And the gap between children of dif-

ferent races and ethnicities is just as 

significant as the income gap; 63 per-

cent of African-American fourth grade 

children and 58 percent of Latino chil-

dren were reading below the basic pro-

ficiency level, compared with 27 per-

cent of white children. 
The same problems persist at the top 

of the educational ladder. On average, 

of every 100 white kindergarten stu-

dents, 93 will finish high school and 29 

will earn at least a bachelor’s degree. 

However, of every 100 African-Amer-

ican kindergarten students, only 86 

will finish high school and only 15 will 

obtain at least a bachelor’s degree. And 

of every 100 Latino kindergartners, just 

61 will graduate from high school and 

10 will obtain at least a bachelor’s de-

gree. The result is that almost half of 

all college graduates by age 24 come 

from higher income families and only 7 

percent from low-income families. 
These achievement gaps are unac-

ceptable and unnecessary. Every day, 

more and more schools offering low-in-

come students high standards and real 

support demonstrate that an under-

privileged background does not consign 

a child to academic failure. In fact, 

students from low-income families can 

achieve at similar or higher levels than 

their more affluent peers. We were con-

vinced that with the right approach, 

the federal government could help 

school districts and states spread these 

successes across the nation. 
Any reform of the federal role in edu-

cation must start with the under-

standing that Washington is most help-

ful when it empowers states and local-

ities to do their job more effectively, 

not when it micro-manages the run-

ning of schools and districts. Though 

Congress helped fuel state and local 

improvements through its last reau-

thorization of ESEA in 1994 and 

through its support of charter schools 

and public school choice, those proved 

ultimately insufficient to the size of 

the challenge before the country. To 

support states and localities as they 

worked hard to adopt better standards, 

improve the quality of their teachers, 

and increase choice and competition in 

public education, the federal role had 

to change more profoundly. 
It was this desire to spur a more ac-

countable, competitive and innovative 

public education system, and ulti-

mately raise academic achievement 

among children of all incomes and 

backgrounds, that led my colleagues 

and me to propose the Three R’s bill. 
In the winter of 1998, I began early 

discussions on the issue with my 

former colleague, Republican Senator 

Slade Gorton, sharing the belief that a 

broad, bipartisan education reform 

agenda could and should be developed. 

We convened a series of meetings with 

key think tanks and policymakers—in-

cluding the Progressive Policy Insti-

tute, the Education Trust, the Heritage 
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Foundation, the Fordham Foundation 

and Empower America—and it soon be-

came clear that we shared goals and 

approaches to reform that could serve 

as the basis for a legislative blueprint. 
Many of the concepts discussed in 

these meetings were distilled in a 

white paper in April 1999 on perform-

ance-based funding prepared by Andrew 

Rotherham of the Progressive Policy 

Institute in 1999, Toward Performance- 

Based Federal Education Funding: Re-

authorization of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act. Based on 

this framework, my staff and that of 

Senator BAYH began working regularly 

with like-minded moderate Democrats 

to draft a legislative proposal. Soon 

thereafter, the moderate Democrats 

formed the Senate New Democrat Coa-

lition, with Senator BOB GRAHAM as

the leader, and selected education re-

form as the coalition’s first legislative 

priority, with Senator BAYH and myself 

spearheading the effort. 
On March 21, 2000, I joined Senator 

BAYH and other Senate New Demo-

crats, including Senators MARY

LANDRIEU, BOB GRAHAM, JOHN BREAUX,

BLANCHE LINCOLN, HERB KOHL, Richard 

Bryan, and Charles Robb, to introduce 

the Three R’s Act, S. 2254, a sweeping 

piece of legislation designed to fun-

damentally reform federal education 

policy to a performance-based system 

focused on providing states and local 

school districts with greater resources 

and flexibility in return for greater ac-

countability for increased student aca-

demic achievement. In May of 2000, 

Representative CAL DOOLEY, a leader of 

the New Democrats in the House of 

Representatives, introduced the Three 

R’s companion bill, H.R. 4518, which 

was cosponsored by Representative 

ADAM SMITH.
To correct a system that had grown 

too rigid, bureaucratic, and unrespon-

sive to the needs of parents, the Three 

R’s Act called for providing states and 

localities with more federal funding 

and greater flexibility regarding how 

to spend those dollars. In return, edu-

cators would be held more accountable 

for academic results. We argued that as 

a nation, we should ultimately base 

success on students’ real educational 

outcomes—including test results and 

other measures—rather than on the 

number of programs or the size of the 

federal allocation. 
The Three R’s Act called for stream-

lining the number of federal education 

programs and focusing federal dollars 

and attention on a few critical edu-

cational priorities, including serving 

disadvantaged students, raising teach-

er quality, increasing English pro-

ficiency, expanding public school 

choice, and stimulating innovation. 

Overall, it would have increased federal 

investment in public education by $35 

billion over the next five years, tar-

geting most of those new dollars to the 

poorest school districts in the nation. 

In April 2000, in conjunction with the 
introduction of our Three R’s bill, the 
New Democrats held a forum on Cap-
itol Hill to foster dialogue on the need 
for education reform. Participants in-
cluded Bob Schwartz of ACHIEVE, 
former Secretary of Education William 
J. Bennett, Amy Wilkins of The Edu-
cation Trust, University of Maryland 
Professor Dr. Bill Galston, and Joseph 
Olshefske, Superintendent of Seattle 
Public Schools. Although some partici-
pants offered constructive criticism on 
certain provisions in the Three R’s bill, 
they largely cited the bill as the build-
ing block for a broad and bipartisan 
consensus.

In the Spring of 2000, Republican Sen-
ators GORTON and GREGG approached
Senator BAYH and myself to discuss the 
possibility of producing just such a re-
form package, and together we reached 
agreement on a number of provisions 
later to appear in the Conference Re-
port before us today, such as the con-
cept known as ‘‘supplemental serv-
ices.’’ Despite our inability to reach a 
final compromise at that stage, these 
negotiations significantly furthered 
the framework for a comprehensive bi-
partisan bill. 

During the May 2000 debate over S. 2, 
the Health, Education, Labor and Pen-
sions Committee’s Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act reauthoriza-
tion bill, my fellow Senate New Demo-
crats and I successfully pushed for the 
inclusion of provisions enhancing ac-
countability for educational perform-
ance in the Democratic Caucus’ alter-
native amendment, Amdt. 3111, to S. 2. 
In addition, our coalition successfully 
pushed for a separate debate on our 
Three R’s proposal, which we offered as 
a substitute amendment, Amdt. 3127 to 
S. 2. That amendment was one of the 
few to be considered on the Senate 
floor before the ESEA bill was with-
drawn. Though our amendment only 
garnered 13 votes, all Democratic, its 
defeat could not obscure the fact that 
the basis for bipartisan agreement was 
building.

Also in June of that year, I joined 
with Senator LANDRIEU in cosponsoring 
her amendment, S. 3645, to the Labor- 
HHS-Education FY 2001 Appropriations 
Bill, H.R. 4577, which proposed focusing 
$750 million in federal funds on serving 
the poorest school districts. Unfortu-
nately, that amendment was tabled, 
and thus defeated, despite bipartisan 
support for improving the distribution 
of federal funds to better serve all stu-
dents. However, on behalf of the New 
Democrats, I successfully garnered in-
clusion of language requesting a GAO 
study of the formulas used to dis-
tribute federal education funds under 
Title I of the ESEA, including an as-
sessment of their effectiveness in meet-
ing the needs of the highest poverty 
districts. The GAO full report is ex-
pected in January 2002. 

As 2000 advanced, progress on the 
Three R’s reform model was slowed by 

special interests, partisan politics, and 
the Presidential campaign of which I 
was a part. Congress failed to reauthor-
ize ESEA on time for the first time 
since its enactment in 1965. Nonethe-
less, New Democrats and members sup-
porting reform on the Republican side 
managed to take significant steps in 
the 106th Congress toward furthering 
the framework for the bipartisan com-
promise reached in the 107th Congress. 
Key among our victories were building 
on the consensus for greater account-
ability for academic results and agree-
ing to examine better targeting of fed-
eral resources on our nation’s most dis-
advantaged communities. 

In August 2000, the Presidential elec-
tions went into full swing, taking up 
much of my time. It was encouraging 
for me to see both Presidential can-
didates adopting into their campaign 
platforms many of the concepts in the 
Three R’s bill. Sandy Kress, current 
education advisor to President Bush 
and then advisor to Governor Bush, 
was widely reported to be a key archi-
tect of his education blueprint. I was 
not surprised to later learn that as a 
member of the Democratic Leadership 
Council in Texas, Sandy was intrigued 
by many of the concepts contained in 
the Progressive Policy Institute’s edu-
cation reform plan and our Three R’s 
legislation in the Senate. I am pleased 
that President Bush embraced so many 
of these reforms in his blueprint for 
education reform. 

After the election, President-elect 
Bush invited several key education re-
formers, including Senator BAYH and
Representative TIM ROEMER, to Austin 
to discuss the reauthorization of 
ESEA. By including key New Demo-
crats at this meeting, the President- 
elect sent a clear signal that to his ad-
ministration, a bipartisan bill centered 
around a moderate message of reform 
would be a top priority. 

That message proved valuable in 
guiding us toward a compromise this 
year. On February 13, 2001, early in the 
107th Congress, I joined other New 
Democrat cosponsors in reintroducing 
the Three R’s bill as S. 303. The same 
day, the White House released a white 
paper outlining the Administration’s 
education plan, ‘‘No Child Left Be-
hind,’’ which shared significant com-
mon ground with the Three R’s Act. 
Also that winter, Representative TIM

ROEMER reintroduced the Three R’s 
companion bill, H.R. 345, in the House 
of Representatives, together with 18 
other New Democrat cosponsors includ-
ing CAL DOOLEY and ADAM SMITH, who 
had introduced the first House bill. 

Over the same period, Senate New 
Democrats were approached by Senator 
GREGG with the backing of the White 
House about the introduction of a bi-
partisan bill using the Three R’s as a 
base. In late February and March 2001, 
Senators BAYH, LANDRIEU, LINCOLN,
and myself began bipartisan negotia-
tions with Sandy Kress of the White 
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House and Republican Senators GREGG,

HUTCHINSON, COLLINS, and FRIST.
The Senate Education Committee 

was simultaneously beginning work on 

ESEA legislation, and on March 28, 

2001, Senator JEFFORDS, Chairman of 

the HELP Committee, reported out of 

committee an education bill, S. 1, enti-

tled ‘‘Better Education for Students 

and Teachers Act,’’ or ‘‘BEST.’’ 
Understanding that lasting reform 

requires broad bipartisan support, Sen-

ator BAYH and I encouraged the White 

House and our Republican colleagues 

to bring all interested parties—many of 

whom had the same reform goals—to-

gether. I am appreciative of the leader-

ship shown by Senators LOTT and

DASCHLE in uniting these efforts and to 

have been included in those negotia-

tions.
However, the bill that emerged from 

the Senate was not as strong on ac-

countability as the Three R’s Act. I 

was disappointed, for example, that 

concerns raised by some members of 

Congress and many outside groups 

prompted the White House and others 

to abandon strong accountability tools 

to measure the performance of all stu-

dents of all racial groups. Nonetheless, 

I believe that the language ultimately 

reached, while not as strong as I would 

have preferred, marked a dramatic step 

forward in holding schools, districts 

and states accountable for making an-

nual progress in student academic 

achievement.
In the first week of May 2001, this bi-

partisan substitute bill, S. 1, was 

brought to the floor. The Senate had a 

very lively debate on the bill for sev-

eral weeks, with hundreds of amend-

ments introduced and passed. The de-

bate was interrupted periodically for 

other debates, most notably the consid-

eration of the final conference report 

on the budget and tax relief bill, which 

itself included several education 

amendments. Several New Democrats, 

myself included, were concerned that 

insufficient funds were being provided 

for investments in important priorities 

such as education. An amendment to 

support full funding of IDEA was intro-

duced and passed overwhelmingly by 

the Senate. Immediately thereafter, 

Senator JEFFORDS changed his mem-

bership in the Republican Party to 

independent status and the Senate was 

reorganized. Senator KENNEDY became

Chairman of the Senate HELP Com-

mittee and Senator GREGG became the 

Ranking Member of the Committee. 

Fortunately, the bipartisan working 

spirit was not harmed by this change, 

and work on the education bill contin-

ued.
During the debate on S. 1, I cospon-

sored with Senator LANDRIEU an

amendment to restore the original pur-

pose of Title I funding by prohibiting 

the allocation of Title I funds to school 

districts unless new funds were appro-

priated to the Targeted Grant formula, 

focusing these funds on the commu-

nities and schools with the greatest 

need. The amendment, S. Amdt. 475, 

passed by a vote of 57 to 36. We were 

able to secure $1 billion in funding for 

these targeted grants in a subsequent 

amendment, S. Admt. 2058, to the Sen-

ate Labor-HHS-Education Appropria-

tions bill, S. 1536, for fiscal year 2002 

which passed the Senate on November 

6, 2001. The amendment, cosponsored 

by Senator LANDRIEU, Senator COCH-

RAN, and myself, passed the Senate by 

a vote of 81 to 19. 
I also cosponsored, with Senators 

TOM CARPER and GREGG, an amend-

ment to S. 1, S. Amdt. 518, to make 

public school choice a reality for chil-

dren trapped in failing schools by en-

couraging states and local districts 

with low-performing schools to imple-

ment programs of universal public 

school choice and eliminating many of 

the existing barriers to charter school 

start-up and facility costs. Parental 

choice is a crucial element of account-

ability, and both provisions promise to 

give more and more parents a real 

stake in their children’s education. I 

am proud that both concepts are incor-

porated in the legislation that we are 

considering today. 
After several weeks of debate, the 

Senate passed S. l, ‘‘BEST’’ in June 

2001. Since the House of Representa-

tives had introduced H.R. 1, entitled 

‘‘No Child Left Behind Act of 2001,’’ in 

March, a conference was necessary to 

resolve the still significant differences 

between the bills. In July 2001, I was 

very gratified to be appointed a con-

feree to the conference committee of 

the House and the Senate, with my 

Three R’s cosponsor Senator BAYH.

Since Senator BAYH and I are not mem-

bers of the HELP Committee, our in-

clusion was unprecedented; and I thank 

Senator KENNEDY for his keen under-

standing of the contribution that the 

New Democrats made to this process of 

forging a bipartisan compromise. 
We have been negotiating and work-

ing diligently on the conference report 

since July, and although this Con-

ference process was long and difficult, I 

believe the hard work has been worth-

while, as we have produced a landmark 

bill with the potential to vastly im-

prove our nation’s public schools. Sen-

ator KENNEDY, Senator GREGG, Rep-

resentative BOEHNER, and Representa-

tive MILLER all deserve praise for cre-

atively resolving differences between 

the bills. 
Previously, accountability for federal 

education dollars had been focused on 

how a state, school district, or school 

spent funds rather than the results 

that those funds produced. The Three 

R’s bill, and now the new conference 

report bill, shifts the focus from inputs 

to outcomes. This conference report 

embodies the performance-based ac-

countability model put forth in the 

Three R’s bill for holding states, school 

districts, and schools accountable for 

increases in student achievement based 

on state assessments and state stand-

ards.
Of course, we have not solved all of 

the problems that confront education 

in the United States, in particular, I 

would like to take a moment to com-

mend Senator JEFFORDS for his leader-

ship on the issue of educating students 

with disabilities under the Individuals 

With Disabilities Education Act, IDEA, 

and his dedication to ensuring that 

Congress lives up to its commitment 

made in 1975 to provide 40 percent of 

the costs associated with educating 

these students. His courage to take 

such a strong stand on this important 

priority is admirable. I am hopeful that 

Congress can address this issue when it 

takes up the reauthorization of IDEA 

in 2002. 
Nevertheless, this conference report 

represents a major step forward in im-

proving and reforming our education 

policies and programs. The following 

highlights provide an overview of con-

cepts and policy themes that were pro-

posed in the New Democrats’ Three R’s 

bill and had an impact on the new leg-

islation.
On accountability, the heart of the 

Three R’s plan called on each state to 

adopt performance standards in all fed-

eral programs, most importantly re-

quiring states to ensure that all stu-

dents, including those in Title I 

schools, would reach proficiency in 

math and reading within 10 years. It 

required states, districts and schools to 

disaggregate test results to better 

focus attention and resources on the 

lowest performing subgroups in order 

to close the achievement gap that ex-

ists in our nation between disadvan-

tage and non-disadvantaged students, 

and minority and non-minority stu-

dents. It further required states to de-

velop annual measurable performance 

goals for teacher quality and English 

proficiency, and held states and dis-

tricts accountable for meeting those 

goals. The final agreement adopts 

much of this accountability struc-

ture—creating a more performance- 

based approach to public education. 
As to flexibility, the Three R’s plan 

called for consolidating dozens of fed-

eral education programs into a limited 

number of funding streams that would 

greatly expand the ability of states and 

districts to allocate federal aid to meet 

their specific needs. Although the final 

agreement does not contain the level of 

consolidation envisioned in the Three 

R’s bill, it does significantly increase 

the flexibility of states and local dis-

tricts to transfer funding from many 

other programs; it also creates new 

‘‘State Flex’’ and ‘‘Local Flex’’ experi-

ments to provide even more freedom to 

consolidate funding. 
Concerning disadvantaged students, 

the Three R’s plan would have re-

formed the Title I program to hold 
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states and districts accountable for 

closing the achievement gap; strength-

ened the definition of what constitutes 

adequate yearly progress; and required 

districts to first intervene and turn 

around chronically failing schools, and 

ultimately restructure them, convert 

them to charter schools, or close them 

down. The final agreement builds on 

these reforms and adds to them, sharp-

ly redefining adequate yearly progress 

so that all students must be academi-

cally proficient within 12 years, offer-

ing students in failing schools the right 

to transfer to higher-performing public 

schools, and giving families with chil-

dren in poorly performing schools the 

right to use federal funds for outside 

tutoring assistance. 
Related to targeting, the Three R’s 

plan not only called for increasing fed-

eral funding for Title I and other major 

programs, but for targeting those re-

sources to the districts with the high-

est concentrations of poverty. The 

final agreement includes a New Demo-

crat amendment sponsored by Senators 

LANDRIEU and myself that channels 

most of the new Title I dollars to the 

poorest districts through a more tar-

geted formula. It also changes other 

program formulas to better target 

teacher quality, English proficiency, 

reading, technology and after school 

funding to the districts and schools 

with the greatest need. 
On teacher quality, the Three R’s 

plan called for consolidating several 

teacher quality grant programs into a 

single formula stream, better targeting 

those dollars to the districts with the 

most teachers teaching out of their 

area of specialty, and holding states 

and districts accountable for ensuring 

that all teachers are deemed highly 

qualified by a specified deadline. The 

final agreement meets all three goals, 

requiring all teachers in a state to be 

qualified—not only meeting state cer-

tification requirements but also meet-

ing rigorous content standards—by 

2006.
As to bilingual reform, the Three R’s 

plan called for a total overhaul of fed-

eral bilingual education programs that 

would streamline the bureaucracy, in-

crease federal investment to meet 

growing enrollment, and refocus the 

program’s mission on helping non-na-

tive speaking students achieve pro-

ficiency in English and other academic 

subjects. The final agreement adopts 

almost all of these reforms, including a 

requirement to annually assess stu-

dents’ language proficiency and hold 

districts accountable for improving 

English proficiency for the first time. 
Regarding public school choice, the 

Three R’s plan called for increasing 

educational options for parents within 

the public school framework, strength-

ening funding for charter schools and 

creating a new initiative to promote 

intra- and inter-district choice pro-

grams at the local level. The final 

agreement includes a New Democrat 
amendment sponsored by Senator CAR-
PER that is based largely on these pro-
visions, as well as Three R’s-related 
measures requiring states and districts 
to expand the use of report cards to in-
form parents about school perform-

ance.
I would like to turn now to a detailed 

discussion of some of the major titles 

and parts of the conference report 

which have been influenced by the pro-

visions and intent of the Three R’s bill. 

The heart of the Three R’s plan, espe-

cially for Part A of Title I, was a com-

prehensive accountability system for 

closing the academic achievement gap 

that held each, district, and school re-

sponsible for improving academic per-

formance. It called for a major invest-

ment of federal resources under Title I 

and better targeting of those funds to 

the highest poverty communities. 

Under that restructured system, states 

would be required to define adequate 

yearly progress, or AYP, for student 

academic achievement so that all stu-

dents would be proficient in reading 

and math within 10 years and each dis-

trict and school would be required to 

show measurable progress each year— 

not just on average, but specifically for 

minority and disadvantaged subgroups. 

If schools failed to meet these stand-

ards, districts would be required to in-

tervene and make improvements. If 

schools continually failed, districts 

would eventually be required to take 

dramatic steps to overhaul them or 

close them down, while providing stu-

dents in those schools with the right to 

transfer to another higher performing 

public school. 
Title I, Part A of the conference re-

port incorporates much of the ideas 

and architecture of this system as en-

visioned under the Three R’s bill and 

substantially builds on them. It au-

thorizes $13.5 billion in funding for fis-

cal year 2002 while significantly re-

forming the funding formulas under 

Title I, Part A, subpart 2. It demands 

that states develop new annual assess-

ments in grades 3–8 to better monitor 

student learning, and sharply redefines 

the definition of adequate yearly 

progress to ensure that schools and dis-

tricts are making demonstrable gains 

in closing the achievement gap, and 

that all students are academically pro-

ficient within 12 years. And, it de-

mands annual accountability for that 

progress by intervening in failing 

schools and districts to turn them 

around, and imposes tough actions on 

those that fail to improve over time. 
Regarding standards and assess-

ments, the Three R’s bill maintained 

the requirements for state content and 

student performance standards and an-

nual assessments that existed under 

current law, as directed under the en-

actment of the 1994 reauthorization of 

the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act. Under section 1111(b)(4) of 

Title I, it required that states have in 
place their annual assessments in 
English language arts and mathe-
matics by the 2002–2003 school year. It 
further recognized the growing impor-
tance of a high quality science edu-
cation for all students, so that our na-
tion may continue to compete in a 
global and increasingly high-tech, 
high-skilled economy. As a result, it 
expanded current law by requiring 
states to develop and implement 
science standards and assessments by 
the 2006–2007 school year. States that 
failed to have their 1994 required as-
sessments, and the new science assess-
ments, in place by the required dead-
lines would not receive any new admin-
istrative funds and would lose 20 per-
cent of their administrative funds in 
subsequent years if the failure contin-
ued. States would be required to ad-
minister assessments annual to at 
least one grade in each the elementary, 
middle and high school levels. 

It further required in section 
1111(b)(4) that states assess limited 
English proficient—LEP—students in 
the student’s native language if such 
language would be more likely to yield 
accurate and reliable information on 
what that student knows and is able to 
do. However, it demanded that states 
require assessments in English for 
English language arts for LEP stu-
dents. School districts could delay this 
requirement for one additional year on 
a case-by-case basis. 

As with the Three R’s, the conference 
report upholds the requirements that 
exist under current law, as enacted 
under the 1994 reauthorization of the 
ESEA, for standards and assessments 
and penalizes states that fail to meet 
the requirement to have standards and 
assessments in place by the 2001–2002 
school year. Under the requirement, 
the Secretary shall withhold 25 percent 
of a non-compliant State’s administra-
tive funds. It further expands on the 
testing requirements called for under 
current law and under the Three R’s 
plan. It requires, in section 1111(b)(3), 
that States develop and implement new 
annual assessments for all grades, be-
tween and including, third-eighth for 
mathematics, and reading or language 
arts. Such assessments must be admin-
istered beginning in the 2005–2006 
school year. The Secretary may with-
hold administrative funds if states fail 
to meet deadline for the new annual as-
sessments.

In addition the Act upholds the im-
portance of a science education, as 
highlighted under the Three R’s bill, by 
requiring states under Title I Part A 
section 1111(b)(1)) to establish science 
standards and for those standards to be 
in place by the 2006–2007 school year, 
and as required under section 1111(b)(3) 
for states to develop and begin imple-
mentation of science assessments in at 
least one grade in each elementary, 
middle and high school level by the 
2007–2008 school year. 
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Title I, Part A of the Act, section 

1111(3), also requires the assessment of 

limited English proficient students in 

English in reading or language arts in 

English if such student have been in 

the United States for three years, but 

allows districts to seek a waiver from 

this requirement for up to two addi-

tional years, on a case-by-case basis. 

The intent of the new legislation is 

that these waivers be used only in very 

limited circumstances, and by no 

means broadly applied, to protect the 

integrity of the new program. 
In order to assist states with the 

costs associated with the development 

of assessments and standards, Title VI 

of the Three R’s bill allowed states to 

use funds set aside under that title for 

the continue improvement and devel-

opment of standards and assessments. 

This new Act too will ensure that 

states have substantial resources to 

use for the development and adminis-

tration of new annual assessments. 

Under section 1111(b)(3), the Act au-

thorizes $370 million in funding for fis-

cal year 2002 and raises that level by an 

additional $10 million in subsequent 

fiscal years, up to $400 million for each 

fiscal year 2005–2007. If appropriated 

federal funds fall below the specified 

amount in any fiscal year, states are 

allowed to cease the administration, 

but not the development, of new an-

nual assessments. 
To prevent gaming of test results, 

section 1111(b)(2) of the Three R’s stat-

ed that in order for a school to be 

found meeting adequate yearly 

progress, it must meet its annual 

measurable objectives set for each sub-

group and it must annually assess at 

least 90 percent of the students in each 

subgroup. The conference report im-

proves this goal by requiring schools to 

assess 95 percent of the students in 

each subgroup. This provision will help 

protect against any abuses by schools 

or districts in excluding certain stu-

dents from annual assessments. 
I believe that it is the intention of 

the language in section 1111(3) regard-

ing new annual assessments in mathe-

matics and reading or language arts, 

and science, that such assessments 

shall be interpreted by the U.S. Depart-

ment of Education to mean state devel-

oped tests that produce valid and reli-

able data on student achievement that 

is comparable from school to school 

and district to district. This conference 

report’s expanded and improved focus 

in section 1111(3) of Title I on high- 

quality annual assessments will help 

ensure that schools and parents have a 

better understanding of students’ lev-

els of knowledge and the subject areas 

requiring improvement. Such regular 

monitoring of achievement also will 

help schools and district better achieve 

continuous academic progress. 
Regarding English proficiency assess-

ments, Title III of the Three R’s re-

quired states to develop annual assess-

ments to measure English proficiency 
gains. This new Act recognizes the im-
portance of measuring English pro-
ficiency attainment by limited English 
proficient students. Under section 1111, 
it requires that states hold districts ac-
countable for annually assessing 

English proficiency (including in the 

four recognized domains of reading, 

writing, speaking and listening). States 

must demonstrate that, beginning no 

later than the 2002–2003 school year, 

school districts will annual assess 

English proficiency of all students with 

limited English proficiency. In addi-

tion, it is the intention of the Con-

ference that the Secretary provide as-

sistance, if requested, to states and dis-

tricts for the development of assess-

ments for English language proficiency 

as described under section 1111(3) so 

that those assessments may be of high 

quality and appropriately designed to 

measure language proficiency, includ-

ing oral, writing, reading and com-

prehension proficiency. Regular and 

high quality comprehensive assessment 

of English language proficiency will 

help create a stronger mechanism for 

measuring proficiency gains and ensur-

ing progress. 
In calling for reformed account-

ability systems in states, Section 

1111(b)(2) of the Three R’s required 

states to end the practice of having 

dual accountability systems for Title I 

and non-Title I schools, requiring 

states to establish a single, rigorous 

accountability plan for all public 

schools. It allowed states to determine 

what constitutes adequate yearly 

progress, or AYP, for all schools, local 

educational agencies, and the state in 

enabling all children in schools to meet 

the state’s challenging student per-

formance standards. 
It also established some basic param-

eters on AYP, requiring it to be defined 

so as to compare separately the 

progress of students by subgroup—eth-

nicity/race, gender, limited English 

proficiency, and disadvantage/non-dis-

advantaged; compare the proportions 

of students at each standard level as 

compared to students in the same 

grade in the previous school year; be 

based primarily on student assessment 

data but may include other academic 

measures such as promotion, drop-out 

rates, and completion of college pre-

paratory courses, except that the in-

clusion of such shall not reduce the 

number of schools or districts that 

would otherwise be identified for im-

provement; include annual numerical 

objectives for improving the perform-

ance of all groups of students; and in-

clude a timeline for ensuring that each 

group of students meets or exceeds the 

state’s proficient level of performance 

within 10 years. 
Section 1111(b)(2) of the conference 

report defines AYP in a manner that is 

consistent with the goals of the 

Three’s. It defines AYP as a uniform 

state bar or measure of progress for all 
students, set separately for mathe-
matics and reading or language arts, 
and is based primarily on assessment 
data. The amount of progress must be 
sufficient to ensure that 100 percent of 
all students reach the state’s standard 

of academic proficiency within 12 

years. States are required to set a min-

imum bar, or measure, based on either 

the level of proficiency of the lowest 

performing subgroup in the state or the 

lowest quintile performing schools, 

whichever is higher, plus some growth. 

States may keep the bar at the same 

level for up to three years before rais-

ing it to the next level. However, the 

first incremental increase shall be two 

years after the starting point, and the 

bar shall be raised in equal increments. 

Each of the four disaggregated 

subgroups—disadvantage/non-disadvan-

taged, limited English proficient, dis-

abled, and race/ethnicity—must meet 

the state uniform bar, or measure of 

progress, for both mathematics and 

reading or language arts in order for a 

school or district to be determined 

meeting AYP. 
However, the Conferees understand 

that some subgroups may make ex-

traordinary gains but still fall below a 

state’s uniform bar for progress. There-

fore, section 1111(b)(2) of this con-

ference report contains a ‘‘safe harbor’’ 

provision for such cases. Schools with 

subgroups that do not meet AYP, but 

whose subgroups make at least 10 per-

cent of their distance to 100 percent 

proficiency (or reduce by 10 percent the 

number of students in the relevant sub-

group that are not yet proficient), and 

make progress on one other academic 

indicator, will not be identified under 

section 1116 as in need of improvement. 
The Conferees intend that this sys-

tem of setting progress bar and raising 

it in equal increments over a 12–year 

period will allow states the flexibility 

of focusing on their lowest performing 

subgroups and schools, while gradually 

raising academic achievement in a 

meaningful manner. It will further en-

sure that state plans outline realistic 

timelines for getting all students to 

proficiency, and prohibits states from 

‘‘backloading’’ their expected pro-

ficiency gains in the out years. I be-

lieve that the Secretary in approving 

state plans shall give close scrutiny to 

the timelines established by states so 

that they may be meaningful and meet 

the requirements of this language—to 

have 100 percent of student in all sub-

groups reach the state’s proficient 

standard level within 12 years. 
In order to address concerns raised 

over the volatility of test scores, sec-

tion 1111(b)(2) of the conference report 

allows states to establish a uniform 

procedure for averaging of assessment 

data. Under this system, states may 

average data from the school year for 

which the determination is made under 

section 1116 regarding the attainment 
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of AYP with data from one or two 

school years immediately preceding 

that school year. In addition, States 

may average data across grades in a 

school, but not across subjects. 
As did Three R’s, the new Act recog-

nizes that in order to maintain high 

quality pubic education alternatives, 

charter schools must be held account-

able for meeting the accountability re-

quirements under Title I for academic 

achievement, assessments, AYP, and 

reporting of academic achievement 

data. However, the legislation also un-

derstands the unique relationships es-

tablished under individual state char-

ter school laws. As a result, this con-

ference report clarifies that charters 

schools are subject to the same ac-

countability requirements that apply 

to other public schools, including sec-

tions 1111 and 1116, as established by 

each state, but that the accountability 

provisions shall be overseen in accord-

ance with state charter school law. It 

further expresses that authorized char-

tering agencies should be held account-

able for carrying out their oversight 

responsibilities as determined by each 

state through its charter school law 

and other applicable state laws. 
To aid low-performing schools so 

that they may make the necessary im-

provements to turn themselves around, 

such as providing more professional de-

velopment for teachers, designing a 

new curriculum and hiring more highly 

qualified teachers, the section 1003 of 

the Three R’s bill required states to set 

aside 2.5 percent of their Title I, Part A 

funds in fiscal years 2001 and 2002, and 

3.5 percent of funds for fiscal years 

2003–2005. States would be required to 

send 80 percent of these funds directly 

to school districts for the purpose of 

turning around failing schools and dis-

tricts.
This conference report contains simi-

lar requirements, demanding that 

states set aside two percent of their 

Title I funds received under subpart 2 

for fiscal years 2002 and 2003, and four 

percent of their funds in fiscal years 

2004–2007 to assist schools and districts 

identified for improvement and correc-

tive action under section 1116, and to 

provide technical assistance under sec-

tion 1117. States shall send 95 percent 

of the funds reserved in each fiscal year 

directly to local school districts. It fur-

ther authorizes $500 million for grants 

to local school districts to provide sup-

plemental efforts by districts to ad-

dress schools identified under section 

1116. I believe it is the intention of 

these provisions that funds be directed 

first, at schools and districts in correc-

tive action, and second, to schools and 

districts identified for improvement. 
Under the Three R’s, section 1116, 

school districts shall identify as being 

in need of improvement any school 

that for two consecutive years failed to 

make adequate yearly progress, or was 

in, or eligible for, school improvement 

before enactment of the legislation. 

Schools identified would have the op-

portunity to review the school data, 

and if the principal believed that iden-

tification was made in error, the iden-

tification could be contested. In addi-

tion, districts would be required to no-

tify parents of the school’s identifica-

tion and what it means, what the 

school is doing to address the prob-

lems, and how parents can become 

more involved in improvement efforts. 
Parents of students in schools identi-

fied prior to the enactment of the pro-

posed legislation would be given the 

choice to transfer their child to a high-

er performing public schools that was 

not identified under section 1116. For 

parents of students in schools identi-

fied after enactment, the districts 

would be required to provide the par-

ents with the option to transfer their 

child to a higher performing school 

within 12 months after the date of iden-

tification.
Schools identified for school im-

provement under section 1116 of the 

Three R’s would be required to develop 

and implement school improvement 

plans to address the school’s failure, 

and to devote 10 percent of Title I, Part 

A funds for high quality professional 

development for teachers. Although 

districts would be allowed to take ac-

tion earlier, the bill required districts 

to identify for corrective action, any 

school that, after two years of being 

identified for school improvement, 

failed to make AYP. As under improve-

ment, schools would have the oppor-

tunity to contest the identification for 

corrective action. Districts would be 

required to impose corrective actions 

that included implementing new cur-

ricula, reconstituting school personnel, 

or making alternative governance ar-

rangements for the school, such as 

shutting it down and reopening it as a 

charter school. In addition, parents 

with students in such schools would 

continue to receive the right to trans-

fer to another school and have trans-

portation costs or services provided by 

the district. The bill capped the 

amount of Title I funds that could be 

spent by a district in meeting this re-

quirement at 10 percent. 
The bill also required states to iden-

tify local educational agencies that 

had failed to make AYP under a simi-

lar timeframe, requiring them to de-

velop and implement improvement 

plans, giving parents the right to 

transfer their student to another 

school, and imposing corrective actions 

for repeated failure. 
The conference report embodies 

much of the concepts proposed in the 

Three R’s bill for turning around low 

performing schools and imposing cor-

rective actions on those who contin-

ually fail. It expands the options avail-

able to parents of students in schools 

identified for improvement or correc-

tive action. And, it ensures that 

schools that continually fail will face 
tough consequences. 

Under section 1116 of Title I of the 
conference report, schools and districts 
that have been identified for improve-
ment or corrective action prior to en-
actment would start in the same cat-
egory after enactment. It is the inten-
tion of these provisions that schools 
that have been failing for years do not 
get to restart their clocks, and that ac-
tions be taken immediately to address 
the failure in those schools and dis-
tricts.

To address concerns raised that one 
year’s worth of data is not enough to 
judge success or failure, the Act re-
quires that schools must fail to make 
AYP for two consecutive years before 
being identified for improvement under 
section 1116. Schools identified shall 
develop and implement improvement 
plans and receive additional technical 
and financial assistance to make im-
provement, and must devote 10 percent 
of their Title I funds to professional de-
velopment activities for teachers and 
principals. Parents of children in these 
schools will be given the option to 
transfer their child to a higher per-
forming public school with transpor-
tation costs or services provided. The 
Act clarifies that, although districts 
are required to provide transportation, 
they may only use up to 15 percent of 
their Title I funds to pay for such costs 
or services. The option to transfer shall 
only be consistent with state law— 
local law or policy shall not apply—and 
schools receiving transferring students 
must treat them in the same manner 
as any other student enrolling in the 
school. It is the intent of these provi-
sions that capacity constraints not be 
a barrier to public school choice and 
that choice be meaningful by ensuring 
that transportation costs or services 
will be provided. 

Schools that fail for three consecu-
tive years to meet AYP shall continue 
the improvement plan and other re-
quirements from the previous year, and 
shall give parents the option of receiv-
ing, and selecting, outside tutoring as-
sistance for their child from a state-ap-
proved list of providers. Such providers 
may include private organizations, 
non-profit organizations, and commu-
nity-based organizations. School dis-
tricts shall only be required to reserve 
20 percent of their Title I funds under 
Part A, and spend up to 5 percent of 
their Title I funds on providing parents 
with the option to transfer to another 
school and 5 percent to provide supple-
mental services, with the remaining 10 
percent of funds split between the two 
requirements as determined by the dis-
trict. District shall not be required to 
spend more than the reserved max-
imum of 15 percent on providing sup-
plemental services and shall select stu-
dents by lottery if not all eligible stu-
dents may be served. 

It is the intention of these provisions 
that student in failing schools have 
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meaningful options to choose from 

while enabling districts to devote the 

bulk of their Title I resources on mak-

ing improvements in the underlying 

school.
Just as the Three R’s demanded that 

tough actions be taken with schools 

that fail to improve, the conference re-

port requires that schools that fail to 

meet AYP for four years undergo at 

least one corrective action. Such ac-

tions include instituting a new cur-

riculum, replacing the principal and 

some relevant staff, or reopening the 

school as a charter school. Schools 

that fail for five consecutive years 

shall continue the action from the pre-

vious year and must begin planning for 

restructure. These measures are in-

tended to ensure that districts take ac-

tions that will result in a substantive 

and positive change in the school, and 

that directly address the factors that 

led to failure. 
This conference report embodies the 

intent of the Three R’s and conferees 

that schools that continually fail to 

improve must, at some point, face dra-

matic consequences. Section 1116 re-

quires that Schools that fail to meet 

AYP for six consecutive years shall be 

completely restructured, including in-

stituting a new governance structure, 

such as a charter school or private 

management organization, and replace 

all relevant staff. These steps shall, in 

effect, result in the creation of an en-

tirely new school. 
I believe that the timelines estab-

lished under this conference report are 

rigorous but fair and will allow for true 

identification of low performing 

schools so that they may get the as-

sistance and time they need to turn 

around performance, but ensure that 

they face comprehensive and tough 

penalties if they fail to make improve-

ment.
Clarifying that identification should 

be based on two years worth of data, 

the Act requires that schools must 

make AYP for two consecutive years in 

order to be removed from improvement 

status, corrective action, or restruc-

ture under section 1116. Districts may 

delay corrective action or restructure 

for one year for a school that makes 

AYP for one year. It is the intention of 

this provision that schools that may be 

on the right track to better perform-

ance should not be forced to curtail 

current improvement actions in order 

to implement a new one. Rather, such 

schools should be expected to continue 

current improvement activities and 

monitored for progress for one addi-

tional year. If schools fail to make a 

second year of AYP, then they would 

be forced to undergo corrective action, 

or restructure. 
As under the Three R’s, the con-

ference report requires states to estab-

lish a similar process for identifying 

and taking corrective action on school 

districts that fail to meet AYP, and for 

providing parents in failing districts 
with the option to transfer to a higher 
performing school or receive supple-
mental services from a tutoring pro-
vider. Just as districts shall be re-
quired to enforce improvement, correc-
tive action and restructure require-

ments, it is my belief that this con-

ference reports intends for states to ag-

gressively monitor district perform-

ance and follow the requirements es-

tablished under section 1116 regarding 

district improvement and corrective 

action. I further believe that the Sec-

retary shall consider non-compliant 

any state that fails to take action on 

districts identified under section 1116, 

or fails to take actions on schools iden-

tified under section of 1116—in cases 

where districts within the state fail to 

uphold these requirements. 
Regarding teacher quality, the Three 

R’s Title II required states to have all 

teachers fully qualified by 2005, mean-

ing that they must be state certified 

and have demonstrated competency in 

the subject area in which they are 

teaching by passing a rigorous content 

knowledge test, or by having a bach-

elor’s degree, or equivalent number of 

hours in a subject area. The provisions 

were intended to ensure that all stu-

dents, particularly those in high pov-

erty schools, were taught by educators 

with expertise in their subject area. It 

sought to address the inequity that ex-

ists in our public education system 

where disadvantaged students are more 

often taught by a teacher that is out of 

field than their more advantaged peers. 

It also defined, in section 1119 of Title 

I, professional development, so that 

teachers and principals would receive 

high quality professional development 

that provides educators and school 

leaders with the knowledge and skills 

to enable students to meet state aca-

demic performance standards; is of on- 

going duration; is scientifically re-

search based; and, in the case of teach-

ers, is focused on core content knowl-

edge in the subject area taught. 
To place greater emphasis on the cru-

cial need for highly trained teachers in 

our nation’s poorest schools and recog-

nizing that a significant portion of 

Title I funds are used to hire teachers, 

the Three R’s required states under 

Title I section 1119, as well as under 

Title II to ensure that all teachers 

meet the requirement to be fully quali-

fied by the end of 2005; to annually in-

crease the percentage of core classes 

taught by fully qualified teachers; and 

to annually increase the percentage of 

teachers and principals receiving high 

quality professional development. 
Section 1119 of the Three R’s also es-

tablished requirements for paraprofes-

sionals to ensure that such individuals 

would be appropriately equipped to as-

sist teachers in the classroom and as-

sist in tutoring students. Paraprofes-

sionals that provided only translation 

services for non-native speaking stu-

dents and families, or parent involve-

ment activities, would be exempted 

from the new requirements. The bill 

also placed restrictions on the types of 

duties that paraprofessional may pro-

vide in schools. The intent of these pro-

visions was to reduce the reliance in 

schools on paraprofessionals in pro-

viding core academic instruction to 

students, and place a priority on ensur-

ing that students be taught by a highly 

trained teacher. 
This conference report embodies 

much of the Three R’s goals and provi-

sions on teacher quality, professional 

development and paraprofessional 

quality. Section 1119 of the report re-

quires states to ensue that all teachers 

hired under Title I will be highly quali-

fied by the end of the 2005–2006 school 

year. Highly qualified is defined as 

being state certified and, in the case of 

a newly hired teacher, having dem-

onstrated competency by passing a rig-

orous content knowledge test or having 

a bachelor’s degree in the subject area 

taught. And, in the case of an existing 

teacher, highly qualified teachers shall 

have demonstrated competency by 

passing a rigorous content knowledge 

test or meeting a high, objective and 

uniform standard of evaluation devel-

oped by the state. 
I believe it is the intention of this 

language to ensure that content knowl-

edge assessments or state standards of 

evaluations as described in section 1119 

will provide for a rigorous, uniform, ob-

jective system that is grade appro-

priate and subject appropriate, and 

that will produce objective, coherent 

information of a teacher’s knowledge 

of the subject taught. Such a system is 

not intended to stigmatize teachers but 

to ensure that all teachers have the 

crucial knowledge necessary to ensure 

that students may meet the state’s 

challenging academic achievement 

standards in all core subjects. 
In addition, I believe that it is cru-

cial that existing teachers be given the 

high quality professional development 

necessary to ensure that they meet the 

definition of highly qualified. That is 

why under Part A of Title II of the 

Three R’s bill, and under section 1119 of 

this conference report, states would be 

required establish annual measurable 

objectives for districts and schools to 

annually increase the percentage of 

teachers receiving high quality profes-

sional development, and to hold dis-

tricts accountable for meeting those 

objectives. It also is why both pieces of 

legislation require under Part A of 

Title I that districts spend five percent 

of their Title I funds received under 

subpart 2 on professional development 

activities, and require under section 

1116 that schools identified devote 10 

percent of their Title I funds to profes-

sional development activities as de-

fined under section 1119. 
On report cards, The Three R’s, in 

Title IV, section 4401, required states, 
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districts and schools to annually pub-
lish and widely disseminate to parents 
and communities report cards on 
school level performance. It required 
that report cards be in a manner and 
format that is understandable and con-
cise. State report cards would be re-

quired to include information on each 

district and school within the state re-

ceiving Title I, Part A and Title II, 

Part A funds, including information 

disaggregated by subgroup regarding: 

student performance on annual assess-

ments in each subject area; a compari-

son of students at the three state 

standard levels of basic, proficient and 

advanced in each subject area; three- 

year trend data; student retention 

rates; the number of students com-

pleting advanced placement courses; 

four-year graduation rates; the quali-

fications of teaches in the aggregate, 

including the percentage of teachers 

teaching with emergency or provi-

sional credentials, the percentage of 

classes not taught by a fully qualified 

teacher, and the percentage of teachers 

who are fully qualified; and informa-

tion about the qualifications of para-

professionals.
District level report cards would be 

required to report on the same type of 

information as well as information on 

the number and percentage of schools 

identified for improvement, and infor-

mation on how students in schools in 

the district perform on assessments as 

compared to students in the state as a 

whole. School level report cards would 

be required to include similar informa-

tion as that required under the state 

and district report cards as well as in-

formation on whether the school has 

been identified under section 1116. Par-

ents would also have the right to know, 

upon request to the school district, in-

formation regarding the professional 

qualifications of their student’s class-

room, and information on the level of 

performance of the individual student. 
Section 1111 of Title I of the con-

ference report contains a similar struc-

ture for report cards and essentially 

the same required information. States 

would be required to annually report to 

the public on student performance in-

formation in the aggregate for each of 

the four subgroups, in addition to mi-

grant students and gender, including: 

student performance on state assess-

ments; a comparison of students per-

forming at each of the states standard 

levels of basic, proficient and ad-

vanced; graduation rates; the number 

and names of schools identified under 

section 1116; the qualification of teach-

ers; and the percentages of students 

not tested. 
Districts would be required to pro-

vide similar information in their re-

port cards, in addition to information 

on the numbers and percentages of 

schools identified for school improve-

ment under section 1116, and how long 

the schools have been identified. In the 

case of school level information, dis-
tricts shall also include whether the in-
dividual school has been identified for 
improvement.

Expanding on the intent behind the 
Three R’s to make the public, includ-
ing parents, schools, and communities 
more aware of how our nation’s schools 
are performing, the conference report 
further requires that states submit an-
nual reports to the Secretary with in-
formation, including the disaggregated 
assessment results by subgroup; the 
numbers and names of each school 
identified for improvement under sec-
tion 1116 and the reasons for the identi-
fication as well as the measures taken 
to address the achievement problems; 
the number of students and schools 
that participated in the public school 
choice and supplemental service pro-
grams and activities in section 1116; 

and information on the quality of 

teachers and the percentages of classes 

not taught by a highly qualified teach-

er. The Secretary, in turn, shall trans-

mit a report to Congress with data 

from these state reports. 
This conference report carries out 

the intent of the Three R’s to provide 

the public, particularly parents, with a 

greater awareness of state, districts 

and school performance on raising aca-

demic achievement; the academic 

achievement levels of all students 

disaggregated by subgroup; and the 

qualifications of our nation’s edu-

cators. Such information expands pub-

lic understanding of the academic 

achievement gap that exists between 

minorities and non-minorities, and be-

tween disadvantage and non-disadvan-

taged students so that the federal gov-

ernment, states, districts, and schools 

may better target attention and re-

sources in order to close those gaps. 
As to targeting funds, the Three R’s 

plan made a commitment not only to 

boost the Federal investment in public 

education, but to improve the tar-

geting of those resources to the schools 

with the greatest needs. It found in 

Title I, section 1001, that: 

The Federal Government must better tar-

get Federal resources on those children who 

are most at risk for falling behind academi-

cally. Funds made available under this title 

[Title I, Part A] have been targeted on high- 

poverty areas, but not to the degree the 

funds should be targeted on those areas, as 

demonstrated by the following: (A) although 

95 percent of schools with poverty levels of 75 

percent to 100 percent receive title I funds, 20 

percent of schools with poverty levels of 50 

to 74 percent do not receive any title I funds; 

[and] (B) only 64 percent of schools with pov-

erty levels of 35 percent to 49 percent receive 

title I funds. Title I funding should be sig-

nificantly increased and more effectively 

targeted to ensure that all economically dis-

advantaged students have an opportunity to 

excel academically. 

The Three R’s plan upheld the com-

mitment made in the 1994 law that all 

new funds under Title I, Part A would 

be distributed to states and districts 

under the Targeted Grant formula de-

scribed in section 1125. This commit-

ment was further codified this past 

June when the Senate passed an 

amendment, S. Amdt. 475, to S. 1, the 

Senate ESEA reauthorization bill, that 

would prohibit the Secretary from 

making awards under Title I, Part A, 

Subpart 2 unless the goals of the Tar-

geted Grant formula were met. 
This campaign to better target fed-

eral funds met with much political re-

sistance. But the Conference Com-

mittee decided to make this goal a pri-

ority, and as a result, the conference 

report upholds and in some cases goes 

beyond the call for targeting in the 

Three R’s plan. In particular, it in-

cludes the amendment sponsored by 

myself and Senator MARY LANDRIEU re-

garding the Targeted Grant. 
The conference report maintains cur-

rent law formulas under subpart 2 for 

Basic, Concentration and the Targeted 

Grant formula, but applies a hold 

harmless rate of 85–95 percent of the 

previous fiscal year allocation to each 

district for each of these three for-

mulas. However, it also ensures that 

localities that fail to meet the min-

imum threshold for the Concentration 

grant for four years shall no longer be 

eligible for funds under this formula. 
Crucial to the priority of targeting 

our federal funds, are the provisions 

made under section 1125 to Targeted 

Grant and the Education Finance In-

centive Grant. In particular, the lan-

guage prohibits the allocation of funds 

under Part A, unless all new funds are 

distributed through the Targeted 

Grant formula. It is the intent of this 

provision to address the history of Fed-

eral appropriations, which have failed 

to provide funding to the Targeted 

Grant, by requiring appropriators to 

uphold the commitment that has ex-

isted in authorized law since 1994 to 

better target Federal resources to our 

nation’s highest poverty districts via 

the Targeted Grant formula. 
In addition, these provisions signifi-

cantly modify the Education Finance 

Incentive Grant Program. This pro-

gram has never been funded and pre-

viously would have been the least tar-

geted formula for Title I, Part A funds. 

The conference report changes the for-

mula so that funding to states would 

be based on the total number of poor 

children within the State multiplied by 

the per pupil expenditure, the state’s 

effort factor, and the state’s equity fac-

tor. Most significantly, within state al-

locations would be highly targeted to 

the highest poverty districts within 

each state. Allocations to districts 

would be based on the Targeted Grant 

formula, with greater weighting given 

to higher poverty areas depending on 

the state’s equity factor. 
I believe that these changes clarify 

the intent that new Title I funds 

should be distributed through the Tar-

geted Grant formula while ensuring 

that Education Incentive Grant is 
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modified to better target resources to 
high poverty states and districts. 
These provisions will make for some of 
the most important reforms in this 
conference report, and will help ensure 
that Federal resources are targeted to 
our districts and schools with the 
greatest need, rather than diluted 
across districts with relatively low lev-
els of poverty. 

Regarding Title I, Part B—Student 
Reading Skills Improvement Grants, I 
believe that reading is an essential 
building block to learning. Title I, Part 
A, sections 1111 and 1116 of the New 
Democrats Three R’s bill put special 
emphasis on ensuring that all children 
reach the state proficiency level in 
reading and mathematics within 10 
years, and held states and school dis-
tricts receiving federal funds account-
able for ensuring that their students 
achieve at the proficient level in both 
core subjects. It further called for a 
significant increase in funding for Title 
I and under subpart 2, called for great-
er targeting of those resources on our 
highest poverty communities so that 
they have the funds necessary to en-
sure all students achieve higher levels 
of learning in core subjects, such as 
reading.

The Three R’s bill throughout its en-
tirety, but especially in Titles I, called 
for targeting of resources to the poor-
est students and schools. With the 
same policy goal, the conference report 
in Title I, Part B, also targets re-
sources to the poorest students. It does 
so by sending ‘‘Reading First’’ awards, 
authorized at $900 million level in FY02 
in subpart 1 to states under a poverty- 
based formula that requires states to 
give priority in awarding competitive 
grants within the state to high poverty 
areas; and requires school districts to 
target funds to schools with high per-
centages of students from families 
below the poverty level, or that have a 
high percentage of children in grades 
K–3 reading below grade level and that 
are identified for school improvement 
under Sec. 1116. Additionally, subpart 2 
of Part B of conference report provides 
a new competitive grant initiative au-
thorized at $75 million in FY02 called 
‘‘Early Reading First’’ which funds 
early reading intervention targeted at 
children in high-poverty areas and 
where there are high numbers of stu-
dents who are not reading at grade 
level.

The intention of the Reading First 
programs is to place a high federal pri-
ority on reading so that students may 
better succeed academically in other 
subjects as well. These programs seek 
to provide students with the basic 
skills to reach proficiency in reading 
or language arts in their grade level, 
and to better train teachers to teach 
children to read. They provide the fun-
damental building blocks to help en-
sure that states, districts and schools 
reach their academic achievement 
goals set forth in this Title. 

Teacher quality is also essential to 
student success, which is why our 
Three R’s legislation dramatically in-
creased the national investment in 
teacher professional development in its 
Title II, Part A, to help ensure that all 
teachers are competent in their subject 
area, and provided them with more op-
portunities for high quality profes-
sional development. The ‘‘Reading 
First Program’’ in Title II, Part B of 
the conference report follows this lead 
and calls for preparing teachers, in-
cluding special education teachers, 
through professional development and 

other support, so the teachers can iden-

tify specific reading barriers facing 

their students and so the teachers have 

the tools to effectively help their stu-

dents learn to read. It is the intent of 

the legislation to ensure that teachers 

are highly qualified and trained in the 

latest research and techniques to help 

all children learn to read and that the 

Department provides technical assist-

ance and disseminates best practices 

and the latest research on reading. 
Because it is important to better un-

derstand each child’s level of under-

standing and learning as he or she en-

ters schools and to identify children at 

risk for reading difficulties, Title I, 

Part A, of the Three R’s bill required 

states to assist and encourage districts 

to conduct first grade literacy 

diagnostics and assessments that are 

both developmentally appropriate and 

aligned with state content and student 

performance standards and to provide 

districts with technical assistance. 

With this same goal, the conference re-

port in Title I, Part B calls for states 

to assist school districts in selecting 

and developing rigorous diagnostic 

reading and screening, diagnostic and 

classroom-based instructional reading 

assessments. The intent of the legisla-

tion is to ensure that every child re-

ceives a rigorous diagnosis and assess-

ment of their reading capabilities and 

that schools and teachers are helped to 

administer and use these assessments 

so that they can better determine each 

student’s level of reading and design 

strategies to ensure that child will 

read at grade level. 
Throughout its entirety, the Three 

R’s bill emphasized greater account-

ability for results. This conference re-

port encompasses this results-based ap-

proach. Additionally, Title IV, Part D, 

of the Three R’s bill called for much 

more public reporting of progress so 

that parents can make more informed 

decisions regarding their child’s edu-

cation. The ‘‘Reading First Program’’ 

in Title I, Part B, Subpart 1, of this 

new bill requires states receiving 

grants to provide the Secretary with 

an annual report including information 

on the progress the state, and school 

districts, are making in reducing the 

number of students served under this 

subpart in the first and second grades 

who are reading below grade level, as 

demonstrated by such information as 
teacher reports and school evaluations 
of mastery of the essential components 
of reading instruction. The report shall 
also include evidence that they have 
significantly increased the number of 
students reading at grade level or 
above, significantly increased the per-
centages of students in ethnic, racial, 
and low-income populations who are 
reading at grade level or above, and 
successfully implemented the ‘‘Reading 
First Program’’ in Title I, Part B, Sub-
part 1 of the conference report. It is the 
intent of this legislation that the Sec-

retary hold accountable states, school 

districts, and schools for making 

progress in increasing the numbers of 

students—in all major economic racial 

and ethnic groups—who are reading at 

or above grade level by calling upon 

the Secretary to review the data con-

tained in these reports to make a de-

termination on continued funding for 

states. I would encourage the Depart-

ment, in its review, to rigorously en-

force the intended accountability for 

lack of performance by taking strin-

gent actions to ensure that recipients 

of federal funds demonstrate results in 

reading gains for all students. 
In regards to Title II—Preparing, 

Training and Recruiting High Quality 

Teachers and Principals, the con-

ference report will make revolutionary 

changes in federal programs aimed at 

raising the quality of our nation’s 

teachers and principals. Many of these 

reforms were promoted in the Three 

R’s legislation introduced in the 106th 

and 107th Congresses. Most signifi-

cantly, this conference report builds on 

the structural reform advocated by the 

New Democrats in Title II of the Three 

R’s bill to streamline several programs 

into one formula program to states and 

localities to better focus Federal atten-

tion on the critical aspects of teacher 

and principal quality to ensure that all 

students, especially those most dis-

advantaged, are taught by a highly 

qualified teacher. It also further en-

hances the call for better targeting of 

our federal resources on the highest 

poverty states and school districts. 
Title II, Part A of the Three R’s bill 

emphasized the importance of every 

child being taught by a highly qualified 

teacher because research consistently 

shows that teacher quality is a key 

component of student achievement. It 

transformed the current Eisenhower 

Professional Development Programs 

into one performance-based program 

that in return for greater investments, 

held states and districts accountable 

for having all teachers ‘‘fully quali-

fied’’ within four years and for pro-

viding teachers and principals with 

high quality professional development. 

The Three R’s required states to set 

annual measurable objectives so that 

all teachers would be ‘‘fully-qualified’’ 

by the school year 2005–2006, with 

‘‘fully-qualified’’ defined for secondary 
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as being state certified, having a bach-
elor’s degree in the area that they 
teach, and passing rigorous, state-de-
veloped content tests. Title VII of the 
Three R’s bill further required states 
to meet the annual measurable per-
formance objectives established in each 

title and imposed fiscal consequences if 

they did not meet their goals. 
Title II, Part A—Teacher and Prin-

cipal Training and Recruiting Fund of 

the new bill has accountability meas-

ures similar to that of the Three R’s 

bill in Titles II and VII and stipulates 

that all teachers must be ‘‘highly- 

qualified’’ by the school year 2005–2006. 

It further requires states to set annual 

measurable objectives to meet that 

goal and to ensure that teachers and 

principals get high quality professional 

development. States must hold dis-

tricts accountable for meeting these 

annual objectives; districts that fail to 

make progress toward meeting the ob-

jectives for two consecutive years must 

develop an improvement plan that will 

enable the agency to meet such meas-

urable objectives. States must provide 

technical assistance to such districts 

and schools within the districts. If a 

district fails to make progress toward 

meeting the objectives for three con-

secutive years, the district shall enter 

into an agreement with the state on 

the use of the district’s funds. Under 

this agreement, the state shall insti-

tute professional development strate-

gies and activities that the district 

must use to meet the measurable ob-

jectives and prohibit the district from 

using Title I funds received to fund 

paraprofessionals hired after the date 

of enactment, except that the district 

may use Title I funds if the district can 

demonstrate a significant increase in 

student enrollment, or an increased 

need for translators or assistance with 

parent involvement activities. During 

this stage of professional development 

strategies and activities by the state, 

the state shall provide funding to 

schools affected to enable teachers 

within such schools to select high-qual-

ity professional development activi-

ties.
It is the intent of this legislation 

that states rigorously enforce these ac-

countability measures in regards to 

districts that fail to meet the goals es-

tablished by the state. I would encour-

age that the Secretary consider as non- 

compliant any state that fails to take 

action on districts failing these goals, 

and urge the Secretary to take action 

to ensure that such states uphold the 

requirements of this language to hold 

districts accountable. 
The conference report establishes a 

different definition of what constitutes 

a ‘‘highly-qualified’’ teacher, found in 

Title I, Sec. 1119, than was proposed in 

the Three R’s definition of ‘‘fully quali-

fied’’ teacher, found in Title II, Part A. 

However this definition still retains a 

strong and reasonable focus on ensur-

ing all teachers meet a high state 

standard of demonstrated content 

knowledge. Specifically, the ‘‘No Child 

Left Behind Act’’ defines ‘‘highly- 

qualified’’ teachers as teachers that are 

state certified and: 
1. In the case of a newly hired ele-

mentary school teacher, has a bach-

elor’s degree and has demonstrated, by 

passing a rigorous state test, subject 

knowledge and teaching skills in read-

ing, writing, mathematics, and other 

areas of the basic elementary school 

curriculum.
2. In the case of a newly-hired sec-

ondary school teacher, has a bachelor’s 

degree and demonstrates a high level of 

competency in each subject area 

taught by passing a rigorous state aca-

demic subject area test, or completion, 

in the subject area(s) taught, of an aca-

demic major, graduate degree, or 

equivalent course work for an under-

graduate major, or advanced certifi-

cation.
3. In the case of a veteran elementary 

or secondary school teacher, holds a 

bachelor’s degree and has passed a rig-

orous state test, or demonstrates com-

petency based on a high, objective and 

uniform standard of evaluation devel-

oped by the state. 
As stated earlier, I believe it is the 

intention of this language to ensure 

that content knowledge assessments or 

state standards of evaluations as de-

scribed in section 1119 will provide for 

a rigorous, uniform, objective system 

that is grade appropriate and subject 

appropriate, and that will produce ob-

jective, coherent information of a 

teacher’s knowledge of the subject 

taught. Such a system is not intended 

to stigmatize teachers but to ensure 

that all teachers have the crucial 

knowledge necessary to ensure that 

students may meet the state’s chal-

lenging academic achievement stand-

ards in all core subjects. 
In addition, I believe that it is cru-

cial that existing teachers be given the 

high quality professional development 

necessary to ensure that they meet the 

definition of highly qualified. That is 

why under Part A of Title II of the 

Three R’s bill, section 1119 of this con-

ference report, and this title, states 

would be required to establish annual 

measurable objectives for districts and 

schools to annually increase the per-

centage of teachers receiving high 

quality professional development, and 

to hold districts accountable for meet-

ing those objectives. It also is Three 

R’s and this legislation required dis-

tricts to spend a portion of their Title 

I funds on professional development, 

and required under section 1116 that 

schools identified devote 10 percent of 

their Title I funds to professional de-

velopment activities as defined under 

section 1119. In addition, I am pleased 

that this title authorizes over $3 billion 

for the purpose of ensuring that all stu-

dents be taught by a highly-qualified 

teacher by providing a major invest-
ment of federal resources to help states 
and districts with the recruitment and 
retention of high quality teachers. 

Following the intent of the Three R’s 
bill, to target federal education fund-
ing to meet the needs of the poorest 
children, schools, and school districts, 
and to provide assistance to maintain 
and upgrade skills of teachers, the con-
ference report distributes funding to 
states through a formula based 65 per-
cent on poverty and 35 percent on stu-
dent population, and to school districts 
through a formula based 80 percent on 
poverty and 20 percent on student pop-
ulation. This targeting formula is the 
same as that proposed in S. AMDT 474 
by Senator LANDRIEU and adopted this 
summer into S.1, the Senate education 
bill. The conference report further re-
quires local school districts to provide 
assurances that they will target funds 
to schools that have the lowest per-
centage of highly qualified teachers, 
have the largest class sizes, or are iden-
tified for school improvement under 
Title I. 

Research shows that poor and minor-
ity children are more likely to be 
taught by a teacher who is teaching 
out of field—without a major or minor 
in the field they are teaching. Obvi-
ously, this is a disadvantage to stu-
dents as well as teachers. The emphasis 
on targeting under the Three R’s and 
expanded upon in this bill, will signifi-
cantly help our nation’s poorest dis-
tricts, who often face the greatest ob-
stacles to recruiting and retaining 
high-quality teachers. 

As called for in Title II of the Three 
R’s bill, Title II, Part A of the con-
ference report also consolidates teach-
er quality and professional develop-
ment programs into one program for 
the purposes of assisting state and 
local educational agencies with their 
efforts to increase student academic 
achievement through such strategies 
as improving teacher and principal 
quality, providing high quality profes-
sional development for teachers and 
principals, and recruiting and retaining 
highly qualified teachers and high 
quality principals. Similar to Title II 
of the Three R’s bill, the conference re-
port requires districts to provide high 
quality professional development for 
teachers, principals and administrators 
so that they are better prepared to 
raise students’ academic achievement 
and meet state performance standards. 

Title II, Part A, subpart 3 of the con-
ference report also encourages innova-
tive training and mentioning partner-
ships between local school districts and 
universities, non-profit groups, and 
corporations and business organiza-
tions, by requiring states to reserve 2.5 
percent of the funds they receive under 
this subpart for competitive grants to 
local partnerships involving higher 
education institutions and school dis-
tricts to provide high quality profes-
sional development activities for 
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teachers and principals and high qual-
ity leadership programs for principals. 
This mirrors the educator partnerships 
suggested in Title II, Part A of the 
Three R’s bill. The intent of such part-
nerships is to provide a better linkage 
between institutions that prepare 
teachers and the need for high-quality 
and on-going professional development 
to teachers and principals in order to 
reach the goal of having fully qualified 
teachers in all classrooms and all core 
subjects.

As did Title II in the Three R’s bill, 
the conference report gives states and 
school districts significant flexibility 

in how they can use federal education 

funds to meet the goal of having all 

teachers highly qualified within four 

years. Such flexibility allows states to 

reform teacher/principal certification; 

develop alternative routes to certifi-

cation for mid-career professionals; 

provide support to new teachers and 

principals (such as mentioning); pro-

vide professional development; pro-

mote reciprocity of teacher and prin-

cipal certification and licensing be-

tween states; encourage and support 

training for teachers to integrate tech-

nology into curricula; develop merit- 

based performance systems; and de-

velop differential and bonus pay for 

teachers in high-need academic sub-

jects and teachers in high-poverty 

schools/districts. This flexibility also 

extends to the local level, and helps re-

alize the goal proposed in the Three R’s 

bill to provide states and local with 

maximum flexibility to address the 

problem of recruiting and retaining 

highly-qualified teachers and meeting 

the goal of ensuring all children are 

taught by a qualified teacher. 
Title II Part B—Mathematics and 

Science Partnerships responds to the 

recognition of a national deficit in the 

number of teachers with demonstrated 

content knowledge in math and 

science. The Three R’s bill sought to 

address this problem by requiring 

states to set aside 10 percent of the 

funds they received under Title II, Part 

A to establish partnership grants—be-

tween states, institutions of higher 

education, local educational agencies, 

and schools—that supported profes-

sional development activities for math-

ematics and science teachers in order 

to ensure that such teachers have the 

subject matter knowledge to effec-

tively teach mathematics and science. 

Following this same intent, Title II 

Part B of the conference report pro-

vides for a separate Mathematics and 

Science Partnerships program to states 

for the creation of partnerships focused 

on improving the academic achieve-

ment of students in math and science 

by: improving math and science teach-

er training at institutions of higher 

education; providing sustained profes-

sional development for math and 

science teachers; increasing the subject 

matter knowledge of mathematics and 

science teachers by bringing them to-
gether with scientists, mathematicians 
and engineers; encouraging institu-
tions of higher education to share 
equipment and laboratories with local 
schools; and developing more rigorous 
math and science curricula, and train-

ing teachers in the effective integra-

tion of technology into the curricula. 
Matching the focus on accountability 

for results in the Three R’s bill, Part B 

of Title II of the new bill emphasizes 

accountability and calls for recipients 

to develop measurable objectives, and 

to report to the Secretary on the 

progress of meeting the objectives of 

increasing the number of math and 

science teachers receiving professional 

development; on improved student aca-

demic achievement based on state 

math and science assessments or the 

International Math and Science Stud-

ies; and on other measures such as stu-

dent participation in advanced courses. 

The new bill calls on the Secretary to 

consult and coordinate with the Direc-

tor of the National Science Foundation 

with respect to these programs. 
The intent of this Part of the con-

ference report is to improve the pre- 

service training, recruitment, and re-

tention of mathematics and science 

teachers and to encourage partnerships 

with institutes of higher education, 

scientists and engineers who are em-

ployed in other sectors to ensure that 

teachers receive high quality profes-

sional development in science and 

mathematics and with the goal to im-

prove academic achievement by all stu-

dents in these important subjects. It 

also creates a stronger focus on core 

subject knowledge by teachers in 

mathematics and science where the 

problems of out-of-field teaching are 

greatest.
In relation to Title II, part D—En-

hancing Education Through Tech-

nology, the Three R’s bill recognized 

that it is necessary but not sufficient 

to increase schools’ access to computer 

hardware; to be an effective edu-

cational tool, technology must be inte-

grated into the core curricula and 

teachers must have adequate training 

on how to do so. The Three R’s bill— 

Title VI, section 6006, New Economy 

Technology Schools—provided funding 

for states and school districts for high- 

quality professional development for 

teachers in the use of technology and 

its integration with state content and 

student performance standards; effec-

tive educational technology infrastruc-

ture; training in the use of equipment 

for teachers, school library and media 

personnel and administrators; and 

technology-enhanced curricula and in-

structional materials that are aligned 

with state content and student per-

formance standards. It also required 

states and districts to provide high- 

quality training to teachers, school li-

brary and media personnel and admin-

istrators in the use of technology and 

its integration with state content and 
student academic standards. These 
core principles were adopted in Title II 
part D of the conference report, which 
consolidated several technology pro-
grams into a state-based technology 
grant program entitled ‘‘Enhancing 

Education Through Technology.’’ 
The purposes of part D of Title II of 

the new law are to provide assistance 

to states and localities for the imple-

mentation and support of a comprehen-

sive system that effectively uses tech-

nology in elementary and secondary 

schools to improve student academic 

achievement; to encourage private- 

public partnerships to increase access 

to technology; to assist states and lo-

calities in the acquisition, mainte-

nance and improvement of technology 

infrastructure to increase access for all 

students, especially disadvantaged stu-

dents; to support initiatives to inte-

grate technology into curriculum 

aligned with state student academic 

standards; to provide professional de-

velopment of teachers, principals and 

administrators in teaching and learn-

ing via electronic means; to support 

electronic networks and distance learn-

ing; to use technology to promote par-

ent and family involvement, and most 

importantly to support rigorous eval-

uation of programs and their impact on 

academic performance. These points 

are comparable to Title VI Sections 

6001 and 6006 of the Three R’s bill. 
The primary goal of the conference 

report’s Title II, part D, as stated in its 

purpose section, is to improve student 

academic achievement through the use 

of technology in elementary and sec-

ondary schools, to ensure that every 

child is technologically literate by the 

time they finish the eighth grade re-

gardless of their background and to en-

courage the effective integration of 

technology and teacher training and 

curriculum. The conference report re-

quires states to develop state tech-

nology plans which must include an 

outline of the long-term strategies for 

improving student academic achieve-

ment and local applications for grants 

must include a description of how they 

will use Federal funds to improve aca-

demic achievement aligned to chal-

lenging state academic standards. 

These parallel the goals under the 

Three R’s Title VI which emphasized 

that technology should be an inte-

grated means to higher achievement, 

not an end unto itself. It is our intent 

that achieving this emphasis remains a 

key goal for state technology plans, 

and that states rigorously review local 

applications and performance in mak-

ing any future awards. 
The Findings Policy and Purpose sec-

tion of Title VI of the Three R’s bill, 

section 6001, found that technology can 

produce far greater opportunities to 

enable all students to meet high learn-

ing standards, promote efficiency and 

effectiveness in education, and help to 
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immediately and dramatically reform 
our nation’s educational system. It 
also found that because most federal 
and state educational technology pro-
grams have focused on acquiring edu-
cational technology hardware, rather 
than emphasizing the utilization of the 
technologies in the classroom and the 
training and infrastructure required to 
support the technologies, the full po-
tential of educational technology has 
rarely been realized. It also noted that 
the effective use of technology in edu-
cation has been inhibited by the inabil-
ity of many State educational agencies 
and local educational agencies to in-
vest in and support needed tech-
nologies, and to obtain sufficient re-
sources to seek expert technical assist-
ance in developing high-quality profes-
sional development activities for 
teachers and keeping pace with rapid 
technological advances. Three R’s also 
emphasized that to remain competitive 
in the global economy, our nation 
needs a workforce that is comfortable 
with technology and able to integrate 
rapid technological changes into pro-
duction processes. These purposes re-
main fully applicable to the implemen-
tation and goals of the new Act. 

The emphasis in the new law on 
using technology to improve student 
academic achievement in core subjects 
is directly related to the goals of the 
Three R’s bill which called for im-
proved academic achievement for all 
children. Title II part D of the con-
ference report is closely aligned with 
Title VI—High Performance and Qual-
ity Education Initiatives of the Three 
R’s bill. The intent of this legislation 
is to make sure that technology pro-
grams are not just providing access to 
hardware, but are effectively inte-
grating technology into activities that 
are part of the core curricula and to as-
sist students in improving academic 
achievement aligned with state con-
tent and performance standards and 
this intent is carried over into the new 
law. The Department in overseeing 
these provisions should be expected to 
place strong emphasis in ensuring that 
these goals are achieved. 

The Three R’s emphasized targeting 
of resources to the poorest children and 
schools. This goal was expanded upon 
in the new law’s Title II, Part D, as 
funds are allocated to the states based 
100 percent on what the state received 
under Title I, Part A. Additionally, of 
the total state funds distributed to 
locals, 50 percent shall be distributed 
through a state formula based on Title 
I, Part A, and the remaining 50 percent 
shall be distributed via competitive 
grants. Additionally, competitive 
grants shall give priory to high need 
areas. The intent is that states shall 
determine which school districts, be-
cause of their size, receive an insuffi-
cient amount of formula funds, to im-
plement efficient and effective activi-
ties, and provide them with supple-
mental competitive grants. 

Title II, part D of the new law re-
quires states to submit applications for 
technology funds and that such appli-
cations shall include long-range stra-
tegic technology plans. The intent of 
this is to ensure that states design 
long-term strategies for improving stu-
dent academic achievement, including 
technology literacy, that incorporate 
the effective integration of technology 
in the classroom, curricula, and profes-
sional training of teachers. Such plans 
shall also contain a description of: the 
state goals for using advanced tech-
nology to improve student achieve-
ment aligned to challenging state aca-
demic standards; the steps they will 
take to ensure that all students and 
teachers in high-need school districts 
have increased access to technology; 
the process and accountability meas-
ures the state will use to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the integration of tech-

nology; how incentives will be provided 

to teachers who are technologically lit-

erate to encourage such teachers to re-

main in rural and urban areas; and how 

public and private entities would par-

ticipate in the implementation and 

support of the plan. We intend that in 

administering this effort, that the De-

partment of Education require that 

states effectively integrate technology 

in their classrooms and curricula, and 

provide adequate professional develop-

ment for their teachers, with the goal 

of improving student academic 

achievement in core subjects. 
The specific intent in the new Title 

II, part D is that each local application 

for technology grants shall include a 

description of: how the school district 

will use federal funds to improve the 

academic achievement, including tech-

nology literacy, of all students and to 

improve the capacity of all teachers to 

provide instruction through the use of 

technology; what steps they will take 

to ensure that all students and teach-

ers in high-need School districts have 

increased access to technology; how 

they will promote teaching strategies 

and curriculum which effectively inte-

grate technology into instruction lead-

ing to improvements in student aca-

demic achievement as measured by 

challenging state standards; how it will 

provide ongoing professional develop-

ment for teachers principals adminis-

trators and school library personnel to 

further the effective use of technology 

in classrooms and library media cen-

ters; and the accountability measures 

and how they will evaluate the extent 

to which the technology has been inte-

grated into the curriculum, increasing 

the ability of teachers to teach and in-

creasing the academic achievement of 

students. All of these elements are con-

sistent with the Three R’s goals that 

technology shall not be introduced for 

technology’s sake, but deeply inte-

grated into the curricula and teaching 

strategies to foster an enhanced learn-

ing environment. We intend that the 

Department of Education shall aggres-
sively enforce the requirements that 
states ensure that school districts have 
a comprehensive technology plan in 
place; that the use of technology in the 
classroom foster a learning environ-
ment which will improve academic 
achievement in the core subjects, and 
not only increase access to technology 
hardware.

The Three R’s emphasis on improving 
accountability by setting measurable 
annual goals and standards for student 
achievement, and evaluating and meas-
uring progress achieved can be seen in 
the new Title II part D’s requirements 
for state and local applications. These 
require states to develop: state goals 
for using advanced technology to im-
prove student achievement aligned to 
challenging state academic standards; 
steps to ensure that all students and 
teachers in high-need school districts 
have increased access to technology; 
and accountability measures the state 
will use to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the integration of technology. We in-
tend that, just as in other areas of this 
Act, the Secretary of Education pro-
vide oversight and assist states in the 
development of rigorous and measur-
able goals and standards regarding the 
use of technology to raise student aca-
demic achievement, and to develop 
evaluations of the impact of tech-
nology on student academic achieve-
ment.

Additionally, one of the allowable 
uses under state activities in the new 
Title II, Part D is the development of 
enhanced performance measurement 
systems to determine the effectiveness 
of education technology programs 
funded under this subpart, especially 
their impact on increasing the ability 
of teachers to teach and enable stu-
dents to meet state academic content 
standards. We intend that states and 
school districts develop measurable an-
nual goals and standards to integrate 
and use advanced technology to im-
prove student achievement, and expect 
that this option be exercised wherever 
possible by applicants and strongly en-
couraged by the Department of Edu-
cation.

Title II, Part D—Enhancing Edu-
cation Through Technology requires 
that state plans and local applications 
allocate 25 percent of the funds to be 
reserved for high quality professional 
training for teachers, principals, librar-
ians and administrators to assist them 
in integrating the technology and core 
curriculum. This mirrors the intent of 
the Three R’s Title II, Part A—Teacher 
and Principal Quality and Professional 
Development, which calls for teachers 
to receive high quality professional de-
velopment and to be trained in the 
areas that they teach, and specifically 
the Three R’s Title VI, section 6006 
which calls for high quality profes-
sional development for teachers in the 
use of technology and its integration 
with student performance standards. 
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Regarding Title II, Part A—Teacher 

and Principal Training and Recruiting 
Fund, the Three R’s proposal called for 
a radical restructuring of Federal pro-
grams serving limited English pro-
ficient, or LEP, students. This restruc-
turing streamlined the existing com-
petitive Bilingual Education Act pro-
grams and significantly increased and 
concentrated federal investment for 
LEP students into one formula pro-
gram for districts while, in return, de-
manding results from states, school 
districts and schools for annual gains 
in English proficiency and academic 

achievement among non-native speak-

ing children. Title III of this new Act 

embodies much of the restructuring 

and policy goals proposed in the Three 

R’s, and creates a new, major federal 

initiative aimed at ensuring LEP and 

immigrant children have the English 

language skills and academic knowl-

edge to successfully participate in 

American society. This conference re-

port will, for the first time, hold recipi-

ents of federal funds accountable for 

annually increasing the percentage of 

LEP children achieving English pro-

ficiency as well as high levels of learn-

ing in all core subjects, and nearly dou-

bles the amount of federal funding pro-

vided to states and localities for the 

education of LEP and immigrant stu-

dents.
The Three R’s bill, in Title III, sec-

tion 3001, recognized that educating 

limited English proficient students is 

an urgent and increasing need for 

many local educational agencies. It 

found that over the past two decades, 

the number of LEP children in schools 

in the United States has doubled to 

more than 3,000,000, and will continue 

to increase. One of the key goals of the 

Three R’s bill in Title III, section 3003, 

was to ensure that students with lim-

ited English proficiency learn English 

and achieve high levels of learning on 

core academic subjects, including read-

ing and math. Title III of this con-

ference report also has the goal of as-

sisting all LEP students to attain 

English proficiency, so that those stu-

dents can meet the same challenging 

state content standards and chal-

lenging state student performance 

standards as all students are expected 

to meet. 
Title III, section 3001, of the Three 

R’s noted that each year 640,000 limited 

English proficient students are not 

served by any sort of program targeted 

to their unique needs. The title in-

creased the amount of Federal assist-

ance to school districts serving such 

students and streamlined the existing 

competitive Bilingual Education Act 

programs into a single performance- 

based formula grant for state and local 

educational agencies to help LEP stu-

dents become proficient in English. 

Title III of this new Act also consoli-

dates the Bilingual Education Act, as 

well as the Emergency Immigrant Edu-

cation Program, and authorizes $750 
million for one formula program to 
states and school districts once federal 
appropriations levels reach $650 mil-
lion. The intention behind this lan-
guage to recognize that a substantial 
level of federal resources are essential 

in order to provide funding to districts 

that is meaningful. It further ensures 

that resources are not diluted. 
The Three R’s focused resources to 

those most in need and allocated funds 

to states based on the number of LEP 

students, and required states to send 95 

percent of the funds received to school 

districts so that they may better assist 

such students. Similarly, the con-

ference report provides funding in Title 

III (Part A, subpart 1) to states via a 

formula based 80 percent on the num-

ber of LEP children in the state and 20 

percent on the number of immigrant 

children. Additionally the conference 

report calls for 95 percent of the funds 

to be used for grants to eligible entities 

at the local level. Districts shall re-

ceive funds based on their number of 

LEP students. However, to ensure that 

funds are not diluted, the Act requires 

that states shall not make an award to 

districts if the amount of grant would 

be less than $10,000. 
Under the Three R’s Title III, section 

3109, states were required to establish 

standards and annual measurable 

benchmarks for English language de-

velopment that are aligned with state 

content and student academic achieve-

ment standards; develop high quality 

annual assessments to measure English 

language proficiency, including pro-

ficiency in the four recognized do-

mains: speaking, reading, writing and 

comprehension; develop annual per-

formance objectives based on the 

English language development stand-

ards set to increase the English pro-

ficiency of LEP students; describe how 

the state will hold districts or schools 

accountable for meeting English pro-

ficiency performance objectives, and 

for meeting adequate yearly progress 

with respect to LEP students as re-

quired in Title I, section 1111; describe 

how districts will be given the flexi-

bility to teach English in the scientif-

ically research based manner that each 

district determines to be the most ef-

fective; and describe how the state will 

provide assistance to districts and 

schools. Section 3108 further required 

states to certify that all teachers in 

any language instruction program for 

LEP student were fluent in English to 

help ensure that students in language 

instruction programs are taught by the 

most qualified educators. 
We intend that these requirements 

will ensure that states emphasize lan-

guage proficiency that ensures a com-

prehensive understanding of the 

English language so that students have 

the oral, writing, listening and com-

prehension skills necessary to success-

fully achieve high-levels of learning in 

our schools and later in the American 

workforce.

In turn, under sections 3106 and 3107, 

school districts were required to de-

scribe how they would use funds to 

meet the annual English proficiency 

performance objectives and how the 

district would hold schools accountable 

for meeting the performance objec-

tives. Under Title VII, section 7101, 

states that failed to meet their per-

formance objectives after three con-

secutive years would have 50 percent of 

their state administrative funding 

withheld. And, states that failed to 

meet such performance objectives after 

four consecutive years would have 30 

percent of their Title VI programmatic 

funds withheld. 

Title III, section 3105 of the Three R’s 

further required the Secretary of the 

U.S. Department of Education to pro-

vide assistance to states and districts 

in the development of English language 

standards and English language pro-

ficiency assessments. The intent is 

that the Department provide support 

to ensure high quality plans, perform-

ance objectives, and English language 

assessments.

The conference report, contains near-

ly the same accountability provisions 

and requirements. Title III, section 

3113, requires states to establish stand-

ards and objectives for raising the level 

of English proficiency that are derived 

from the four recognized domains of 

speaking, listening, reading and writ-

ing, and that are aligned with achieve-

ment of the challenging state academic 

content and student academic achieve-

ment standards in section 1111; to hold 

districts accountable for annually as-

sessing English proficiency as required 

under Title I, section 1111; and hold dis-

tricts accountable for meeting annual 

measurable objectives, in section 3122, 

for annual increases in the percentage 

of LEP students attaining proficiency 

in English, and for making adequate 

yearly progress as required under Title 

I, section 1111 while they are learning 

English.

Section 3122(b) requires states to 

identify school districts that have 

failed to meet their annual measurable 

objectives for two consecutive years 

and ensure that such districts develop 

an improvement plan to ensure that 

the district shall meet the objectives 

and addresses the factors that pre-

vented the district from achieving such 

objectives. For districts that fail to 

meet the annual objectives for four 

years, states shall ensure that districts 

modify their language instruction pro-

gram; determine whether to terminate 

program funds to the district; and re-

place educational personnel relevant to 

the district’s failure to make progress 

on the annual measurable objectives. 

States shall be held accountable for 

meeting the annual performance objec-

tive for Title III under Title VI, section 
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6161 of this Act. The Secretary is re-

quired to, starting two years after im-

plementation, annually review whether 

states have met annual measurable ob-

jectives established under Title III. If 

states have failed to meet such objec-

tives for two years, the Secretary may 

provide technical assistance to states 

that is rigorous and provides construc-

tive feedback to each failing state. In 

addition, the Secretary shall submit an 

annual report to the Congress listing 

the states that have failed to meet the 

objectives under Title III. 
Title III of the Three R’s bill gave 

districts the flexibility to determine 

what method of instruction to imple-

ment. This conference report also gives 

districts the flexibility to design 

English language instruction programs 

that best meet the needs of their lim-

ited English proficient students. It fur-

ther, as did the Three R’s bill, elimi-

nates the requirement that 75 percent 

of funding be used to support programs 

using a child’s native language for in-

struction to give districts the flexi-

bility they need to meet new pro-

ficiency goals. 
One of the fundamental goals of the 

Three R’s bill was to provide better in-

formation to parents about quality and 

progress of their child’s education. 

Title III (section 3110) of the Three R’s 

bill required parental notification of 

each student’s level of English pro-

ficiency, how it was assessed, the sta-

tus of the student’s academic achieve-

ment, and the programs that are avail-

able to meet the student’s educational 

needs. Title III further required that 

states give parents the option to re-

move their student from any language 

instruction program. States were re-

quired to provide parents with timely 

information, in manner and form un-

derstandable to the parents, about pro-

grams under Title III and notice of op-

portunities to participate in regular 

meetings regarding programs devel-

oped.
Similarly, the conference report, 

under Title I (section 1112), requires 

districts to provide parents notifica-

tion of their child’s placement in a lan-

guage instruction program, and give 

parents the right to choose among var-

ious programs if more than one type is 

offered, and have the right to imme-

diately remove their child from a lan-

guage instruction program. The Title 

further allows districts to develop par-

ent and community outreach initia-

tives and training so that parents may 

be more active in their child’s edu-

cation. As with the Three R’s bill, the 

intent of the provision is to provide the 

maximum information about perform-

ance and programs to parents, and the 

Department must take steps to ensure 

this.
Title IV, Part A—Safe and Drug Free 

Schools of the Conference Report was 

influenced by concepts in the Three R’s 

bill. The Three R’s bill sought to more 

directly focus resources and activities 
on the improvement of academic 
achievement. This conference report 
progresses that goal in the Title IV, 
Part A—Safe and Drug Free Schools 
Program, stressing activities that will 
foster a learning environment that sup-
ports academic achievement. The con-
ference report requires states to de-
scribe how they will fulfill this goal in 
their comprehensive plan and their ap-
plication to the Secretary. Local appli-
cations must also assure that the ac-
tivities will foster a safe and drug free 
learning environment that supports 

academic achievement. Additionally, 

following another major intent of the 

Three R’s bill (in both Titles VI and 

VII), increased accountability and 

evaluation is called for in Title IV Part 

A in the conference report. The activi-

ties shall be based on an assessment of 

objective data and assessment of need. 

Established performance measures will 

be used and the programs will be peri-

odically evaluated to assess their 

progress based on the attainment of 

these performance measures. National 

reports are required every two years by 

the Secretary and reports by states and 

school districts are required on an an-

nual basis. The Three R’s bill in Title 

II, Part A and Title VI, Sec. 6006, high-

lighted increased professional training 

for teachers, principals, and other staff 

related to academic content as well as 

dealing with disruptive students and 

those exhibiting distress. Similarly, 

the conference report contains greater 

awareness and support for training ac-

tivities.
On academic achievement, the pur-

poses of Title IV Part A—Safe and 

Drug Free Schools in the conference re-

port are to support programs that: pre-

vent violence in and around schools; 

prevent the illegal use of alcohol, to-

bacco and drugs; involve parents and 

communities; and that are coordinated 

with related federal, state, school and 

community efforts and resources. 

Under the conference report, a school 

district can use funds to develop, im-

plement and evaluate comprehensive 

programs and activities which are co-

ordinated with other school and com-

munity-based services and programs 

that foster a safe and drug-free learn-

ing environment that supports aca-

demic achievement. The overall goal of 

the programs in the conference report’s 

Title IV Part A is to foster a safe and 

drug-free learning environment which 

supports academic achievement. This 

embodies similar principles in the 

Three R’s bill in Title VI, sections 6001 

and 6006 and the general intent of the 

Three R’s bill in focusing all activities 

on the improvement of academic 

achievement for all children. 
Related to accountability and eval-

uations, Title VI of the Three R’s bill 

emphasizes that programs should be 

evaluated to determine if they are ef-

fective in achieving the goals of im-

proving safe learning environments. 
The conference report allows up to $2 
million for the Secretary to conduct a 
national impact evaluation for the 
‘‘Safe and Drug Free’’ programs under 
Title V Part A. National reports are re-
quired every two years by the Sec-
retary and state and school district re-
ports are required on an annual basis. 
The conference report also requires 
states to implement a Uniform Man-
agement Information and Reporting 
System that would include information 
and statistics on truancy rates; the fre-
quency, seriousness, and incidence of 
violence and drug related offenses re-
sulting in suspensions and expulsion in 
elementary and secondary schools in 
states; the types of curricula, programs 
and services provided, the incidence 
and prevalence, age of onset, percep-
tion of health risk and perception of 
social disapproval of drug use and vio-

lence by youth in schools and commu-

nities. Title V part A of the conference 

report also requires that state and 

school district applications must con-

tain a needs assessment for drug and 

violence prevention programs which is 

based on objective data and the results 

of on-going state and local evaluation 

activities. They shall also provide a 

statement of the performance measures 

for drug and violence prevention pro-

grams that will be used in evaluations. 

Under the conference report, programs 

in this Title will be periodically evalu-

ated to assess their progress based on 

performance measures. The results 

shall be used to refine, improve and 

strengthen the program and to refine 

the performance measures. Such eval-

uations shall be made available to the 

public on request. These provisions fol-

low the intent of the Three R’s bill to 

increase accountability and evaluation 

in all major activities with the under-

standing that education reforms can-

not be achieved without continual, 

thorough evaluations of their effective-

ness and making such evaluations 

available to parents and the public. 

The Department shall act to ensure 

that quality evaluations are imple-

mented.
The Principles of Effectiveness Ac-

tivities part of the new act requires 

that activities shall be based upon an 

assessment of objective data regarding 

the incidence of violence and illegal 

drug use in the elementary and sec-

ondary schools, and communities to be 

served, including an objective analysis 

of the current conditions and con-

sequences regarding violence and ille-

gal drug use, delinquency and serious 

discipline problems. In addition, activi-

ties shall be based on established per-

formance measures aimed at ensuring 

that the elementary and secondary 

schools and communities to be served 

by the program have a drug-free, safe 

and orderly learning environment; be 

based upon scientifically based re-

search that provides evidence that the 
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program to be used will reduce violence 
and illegal drug use; be based on an 
analysis of data reasonably available 
at the time of the prevalence of risk 
factors and include meaningful and on-
going consultation with parents. It is 
our intent that the Department act to 

ensure a high quality assessment effort 

fully consistent with the requirements. 
Regarding streamlining and tar-

geting, the Three R’s bill consolidated 

a number of national competitive grant 

programs—such as in Title VI—into 

state and school district formula pro-

grams to drive more resources to 

school districts and to concentrate re-

sources in the poorest areas. The Safe 

and Drug Free Schools Program in 

Title V Part A of the conference re-

port, utilizes a formula that is nearly 

the same as that established under the 

Three R’s bill, with positive improve-

ments. Title V, Part A distributes 

funds to states through a formula that 

is based 50 percent on school age popu-

lation and 50 percent on Title I Con-

centration Grants, which requires dis-

tricts to have at least a 15 percent pov-

erty level, or 6,500 low income stu-

dents. Eighty percent of the funds re-

ceived by the state shall be distributed 

to school districts via a formula dis-

tribution that is the same as that con-

tained in the Three R’s bill, with 60 

percent based on poverty in Title I, 

Part A, subpart 2, and 40 percent on 

school enrollment. 
The Act further allows states to re-

serve, not more than 20 percent of the 

total amount received for competitive 

grants to school districts and commu-

nity-based organizations, and other en-

tities for activities that complement 

and support district safety activities. 

Such activities shall especially provide 

assistance to areas that serve large 

numbers of low-income children, or 

rural communities. This provision fur-

ther targets funds to areas of need and 

the Department is expected to adopt 

guidelines for the flexible program ef-

fort that assure quality and creativity. 
On professional training, Title II, 

Part A of the Three R’s bill also called 

for increased professional training for 

teachers, principals and other per-

sonnel, with the goal of providing them 

with more expertise to create safer en-

vironments and to deal with disruptive 

students, as well as obtain greater abil-

ity to help students reach academic 

achievement goals. Specifically, Title 

VI, section 6006 of the Three R’s al-

lowed localities to use funds to provide 

professional development programs 

that provide instruction on how best to 

discipline children in the classroom, 

how to teach character education; and 

provide training for teachers, prin-

cipals, mental health professionals, and 

guidance counselors in order to better 

assist and identify students exhibiting 

distress, such as exhibiting distress 

through substance abuse, disruptive be-

havior, and suicidal behavior. With the 

similar goal of having trained per-
sonnel work with children, Title VI, 
Part A of the conference report allows 
for drug and violence prevention pro-
fessional development and community 
training. It further, under National 
Programs under Title V Part A, pro-

vides for the development and dem-

onstration of innovative strategies for 

the training of school personnel, par-

ents and members of the community 

for drug and violence prevention ac-

tivities.
Title IV, Part B—21st Century Com-

munity Learning Centers of the con-

ference report contains a similar focus 

to that of the Three R’s bill. A major 

intent of the Three R’s bill was to en-

sure that all ESEA programs, more di-

rectly focus on the academic perform-

ance of students and that account-

ability for these programs be strongly 

linked to increased performance to-

ward that goal. Specifically, Title VI 

Sec. 6006. of the Three R’s bill required 

localities to spend 25 percent of the 

funds they received, under a new major 

federal program that was focused on 

spurring academic achievement 

through innovation, on providing high 

quality, academically-focused after 

school opportunities to students. 
This conference report furthers that 

principle by making improved aca-

demic achievement a primary element 

of the modified 21st Century Commu-

nity Learning Centers program. Title 

IV, Part B also enhances the aim of 

greater accountability as set forth in 

the Three R’s—Title VI Sec. 6005 and 

Title VII, Part A. The legislation pro-

vides significantly increased funding 

for entities providing students with op-

portunities for continued academic en-

richment before and after school, and 

during the summer. Such opportunities 

are intended to help students, particu-

larly students who attend low-per-

forming schools, meet state student 

performance standards in core aca-

demic subjects. And, building on the 

focus of the Three R’s bill to demand 

greater results in return for greater in-

vestment, the conference report calls 

for the 21st Century activities to be 

evaluated and monitored for their ef-

fectiveness, and requires states to con-

sider those results and apply a series of 

fiscal sanctions if performance does 

not meet performance goals. Addition-

ally, the Act carries forth the intent of 

the Three R’s bill to target the funds 

to those most in need. Title IV, Part B 

of the conference report distributes 

funds to the states based on their share 

of Title I, Part A and requires states to 

give priority for competitive grants to 

recipients serving low-income commu-

nities and schools. 
The purpose of 21st Century pro-

grams in Title IV, Part B of the con-

ference report is to provide opportuni-

ties to communities to establish or ex-

pand activities before and after school 

that: provide academic enrichment, in-

cluding providing tutorial services to 
help students, particularly students 
who attend low-performing schools, to 
meet state and local student perform-
ance standards in core academic sub-
jects; offer students a wide array of ad-
ditional services and activities such as 

art, music, and recreation, technology 

education, character education, and 

counseling programs that reinforce and 

complement the regular academic pro-

gram; offer families of students oppor-

tunities for literacy and related edu-

cational development. These programs 

should be designed and approved con-

sistent with the intent of the Three R’s 

bill in Title VI Section 6006 that pro-

vided funds to School districts and 

schools for innovative programs and 

activities that transform schools into 

‘‘21st Century Opportunities’’ for stu-

dents by creating a challenging learn-

ing environment and facilitating aca-

demic enrichment through innovative 

academic programs or provide for extra 

learning time opportunities for stu-

dents. The intent of the Three R’s bill 

to focus before and after school pro-

grams on learning opportunities, espe-

cially for those most in need, is mir-

rored in the intent and purpose of the 

conference report’s 21st Century pro-

gram.
Regarding streamlining and tar-

geting, the Three R’s bill, in several ti-

tles including Title I, had the intent of 

targeting the education funds to the 

poorest communities and schools who 

are most in need. Following this direc-

tion, 21st Century funds under the con-

ference report in Title IV Part B are al-

located to the states based 100 percent 

on Title I, part A subpart 2, thereby 

targeting these funds on a poverty 

basis. Additionally, the conference re-

port in Title IV Part B requires states 

to focus competitively awarded grants 

on applicants that seek to serve stu-

dents who primarily attend schools eli-

gible for schoolwide programs in Title 

I, those schools with at least 40 percent 

low income students, and other schools 

with a high percentage of low income 

students;
Regarding accountability and evalua-

tion, the Three R’s bill in Title VI Sec-

tion 6007 and 6008 called for evaluating 

the impact of 21st Century Opportunity 

programs on academic achievement. 

Title IV Part B of the conference re-

port follows this intent, by requiring 

states to conduct a comprehensive 

evaluation of the effects of their 21st 

Century program and activities and re-

quires that state applications describe 

how the state will evaluate the effec-

tiveness of their 21st Century programs 

and activities. 
Title V, Part B of the conference re-

port contains major influences from 

the Three R’s bill. A primary policy 

goal of the Three R’s bill was to pro-

vide additional innovation and effec-

tive voluntary public school choice op-

tions for children and parents with the 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 08:21 Aug 04, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\S18DE1.001 S18DE1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 26627December 18, 2001 
belief that market forces and choice in-
tegrated into the public framework 
will result in a stronger system for stu-
dents with greater incentives for 
schools to raise academic performance. 
Title V, Part B of the conference report 
follows this same intent and develops 

many of the same programs. 
Building directly on many of the pro-

posals contained in the Three R’s bill, 

the conference report would strengthen 

the Federal commitment to expanding 

the range of educational options avail-

able to all students within the public 

school framework. Although the con-

ference report makes only minor 

changes to the current charter schools 

start up program, designated as sub-

part 1, does contain a new initiative to 

help charter schools deal with the cost 

of operations and facility financing, 

section 5205(b), as well as a new initia-

tive to encourage broader choice pro-

grams at the local level, subpart 3. 

These provisions are based on language 

from the Three R’s bill—Title IV, Part 

C—as well as an amendment—S. 

AMDT. 518—to the Senate bill, S.1, 

which Senators CARPER, GREGG and I 

cosponsored that would encourage and 

expand intra-district wide or inter-dis-

trict wide public school choice pro-

grams as well as help to provide addi-

tional options for financing charter 

schools. In addition, the conference re-

port includes a program that has been 

funded under appropriations, but never 

authorized that provides critical fund-

ing for charter school construction 

under subpart 2. 
Titles I and VI of the Three R’s bill 

called for increased funding to help fi-

nance charter schools, provide them 

with technical assistance, evaluate the 

programs, and disseminate information 

on innovative approaches, all with the 

purpose of helping expand the edu-

cational choices available in the public 

system to parents and students. I have 

been a long time advocate for charter 

schools and was the chief Democratic 

sponsor of the Public School Redefini-

tion Act of 1991, S. 1606, and in 1993, S. 

429, which provided states with funding 

to establish charter school. 
I am pleased that this conference re-

port will continue this strong federal 

support for the expansion of the char-

ter school movement, while ensuring 

that those schools meet the same high 

accountability standards expected of 

all schools under Title I, Part A. It was 

the intent of conferees that charter 

schools shall meet the accountability 

requirements in this Act, including 

those provisions in section 1111 and 

1116, but that the mechanism for hold-

ing them accountable should be con-

sistent with state law. In most cases, 

this means that the recognized char-

tering authority would be responsible 

for holding charter schools account-

able. It is my belief that chartering au-

thorities that fail to carry out their re-

sponsibilities in holding charter 

schools accountable should themselves 

be held accountable based on State 

law.
The conference report also ensures 

that charter schools receive their full 

allotment of Title I funds by stipu-

lating that a local educational agency, 

in passing through subgrant awards to 

charter schools, may not deduct funds 

for administrative fees unless the ap-

plicant enters voluntarily into a mutu-

ally agreed upon arrangement for ad-

ministrative services with the relevant 

school district. I advocated for this 

agreement in conference because of the 

importance of giving charter schools 

fuller decision-making authority over 

the funds to which they are entitled. 
In addition, the conference report 

will help further the range of public 

education options available by creating 

a new ‘‘Voluntary Public School 

Choice’’ demonstration program under 

Title IV, Part B, subpart 3. This pro-

gram authorizes the Secretary to 

award grants on a competitive basis for 

the development of universal public 

school choice programs. The program 

evolved out of the Three R’s bill and an 

amendment sponsored by Senator CAR-

PER to S. 1. It is the intent of this pro-

gram that the Secretary give priority 

to applicant providing the widest 

choice and that have the potential of 

allowing students from low-performing 

schools to attend high performing 

schools. I believe that demonstrations 

that provide inter-district, or state 

wide choice should be of highest pri-

ority. In addition, I am pleased that 

the program calls for an evaluation of 

the success of these demonstrations in 

promoting educational equity and ex-

cellence, and the effect of the programs 

on academic achievement of students 

participating and on the overall qual-

ity of participating schools and dis-

tricts.
I believe that the language under sec-

tion 1116 of Title I, granting parents 

the option to transfer their student out 

of a school identified for improvement 

or corrective action to a higher per-

forming public school, will be meaning-

less unless the federal government ac-

tively supports and encourages pro-

grams such as the Charter School Pro-

grams and the Voluntary Public School 

Choice programs under Title V to ex-

pand the creation of new alternative 

public education opportunities. 
That is why I also am pleased that 

the agreement contains the Per Pupil 

Facility Financing and Credit En-

hancement Initiatives, which will help 

charter schools facing financial bur-

dens due to their lack of bonding or tax 

raising capabilities. As a result of their 

inability to raise resources, charter 

schools must spend more of their re-

sources on operating costs, and fewer 

dollars on educational needs, such as 

hiring qualified teachers. To ensure 

that charter schools better spend their 

own resources on academic activities, 

and to address the special financial 

problems faced by charters, Title V, 

Part B, section 5205(b) directs the Sec-

retary to make competitive awards to 

states as seed money for the develop-

ment of innovative programs providing 

annual financing to charters schools on 

a per pupil basis for operating ex-

penses, facility acquisition, leasing 

payments, and renovation. The lan-

guage authorizes $300 million for Part 

B, but designates $200 million for sub-

part 1, Charter School Programs, other 

than 5205(b), and the next $100 million 

in funding for the purpose of meeting 

the Per Pupil Facility Financing provi-

sions in section 5205(b). Once funding 

levels for Part B, subpart 1 reaches $300 

million, any new funding above that 

level will be equally split between 

5205(b) and subpart 1, the charter start 

up program. 
To provide clearer understanding of 

this funding arrangement, I proposed, 

along with Senator GREGG, the fol-

lowing report language: 

Charter schools are public schools, yet 

lack the bonding and taxing authority tradi-

tionally available to school districts to fi-

nance their facilities. As a result, charter 

schools are forced to use operating revenues 

that are intended to be spent in the class-

room to pay rent or to make debt payments 

for facilities. States have the primary obli-

gation to address this inequity. But, to stim-

ulate state incentives, this conference report 

authorizes a limited-term federal role in en-

couraging states to establish or expand per 

pupil facilities aid programs. 
Conferees support significant funding in-

creases for the charter school program in 

order to free up resources, as quickly as pos-

sible, for the per-pupil financing program, a 

program that assists charter school in meet-

ing their operating needs, so that charter 

school resources may be better spent on aca-

demic activities. 

Title V, Part B, Subpart 2 of this con-

ference report includes language from 

an amendment, S. Amdt. 518, to the 

Senate bill, S. 1, which Senators CAR-

PER, GREGG, and I cosponsored to pro-

vide funding for a competitive program 

awarded by the Secretary to entities 

that develop innovative credit en-

hancement initiatives that assist char-

ter schools with the costs of acquiring, 

constructing and renovating facilities. 

This language was included in the Ap-

propriations agreement for FY 01, but 

was never authorized under the ESEA. 

The program is authorized at $150 mil-

lion, and will provide critical funding 

for charter schools for renovations and 

repairs of facilities. 
It is my belief that these provisions, 

combined with the strong public re-

porting requirements under section 

1111 of Title I, will ensure that parents 

have tools and the options available to 

make real educational choices. 
Title VI.—Flexibility and Account-

ability of the conference report con-

tained a number of similar concepts as 

the Three R’s bill. The Three R’s plan 

established a clear accountability con-

tract for Federal assistance: the federal 
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government would provide far more re-
sources and more flexibility than ever 
before to states and localities, and in 
exchange, states would be held ac-
countable for measurable results. The 
bill significantly streamlined a wide 
range of Federal programs into a lim-

ited number of priority areas, espe-

cially under Titles II, III and VI, re-

duced the strings attached to those 

funds, and gave states and local dis-

tricts broad latitude to focus those 

funds on their most pressing needs. 
The conference report embraces the 

goal of greater flexibility and puts it 

into practice, so that local educators 

can best utilize federal resources to 

meet their specific challenges and do 

what is necessary to improve academic 

achievement. The conference report is 

not as streamlined as the Three R’s 

plan. But it does consolidate a number 

of large and small programs, especially 

under Titles II and III, and provides 

States and local districts with addi-

tional flexibility to transfer funds from 

different accounts to target local prior-

ities. It also creates two pilot programs 

to give States and local districts broad 

discretion to merge and consolidate 

federal funding. 
Regarding Three R’s consolidation 

and transferability, Title VI—High 

Performance and Quality Education 

Initiatives of the Three R’s consoli-

dated several Federal programs (21st 

Century Community Learning Centers, 

Technology programs, Innovative Pro-

grams block grant, and the Safe and 

Drug Free Schools program) into one 

formula program to States and local 

districts for the purpose of: (1) pro-

viding supplementary assistance for 

‘‘School Improvement’’ to schools and 

districts that have been, or are at risk 

of being, identified as being in need of 

improvement under section 1116 of 

Title I; (2) providing assistance to local 

districts and schools for innovative 

programs and activities that transform 

schools into ‘‘21st Century Opportuni-

ties for students’’ by creating chal-

lenging learning environments and pro-

viding extra learning time; (3) pro-

viding assistance to districts, schools 

and communities to strengthen exist-

ing activities or develop and imple-

ment new programs that create ‘‘Safe 

Learning Environments’’; and (4) cre-

ating ‘‘New Economy Technology 

Schools’’ by providing assistance for 

high quality professional development, 

educational technology infrastructure, 

technology training for teachers, and 

technology-enhanced curricula and in-

structional materials aligned with 

State content and student performance 

standards. Districts were required to 

spend 30, 25, 15 and 30 percent of funds, 

respectively, on the four areas. 
Section 6005 required districts to en-

sure that programs and activities con-

ducted were aligned with State content 

and student performance standards 

under section 1111; to establish annual 

measurable performance goals and ob-

jectives for each program; and to estab-

lish measures to assess progress by 

schools in meeting established objec-

tives as well as holding schools ac-

countable for meeting the objectives. 

Districts were required to annually 

publish and widely disseminate to the 

public a report describing the use of 

funds in the four purpose areas; the 

outcomes of local programs as well as 

an assessment of their effectiveness; 

the districts progress toward attaining 

its goals and objectives; and the extent 

to which such funding uses increased 

student achievement. 
Based on the premise that districts 

that are achieving academic goals 

should have greater flexibility in decid-

ing how to spend Federal resources, the 

Three R’s allowed districts that were 

meeting adequate yearly progress— 

AYP—established by the State under 

section 1111, to transfer up to 30 per-

cent of their program funds among the 

four purpose categories. Districts that 

were exceeding AYP would be allowed 

to transfer up to 50 percent of their 

funds across the four purpose cat-

egories.
If districts, however, failed to make 

AYP for two consecutive years, they 

would only be allowed to transfer 25 

percent of program funds from three 

categories, and only into the School 

Improvement category. In addition, the 

State would have the authority to di-

rect how remaining Title VI funds 

would be spent in the district. Districts 

that were under corrective action (as 

described in section 1116 of Title I) 

would lose all decision-making capac-

ity over the use of Title VI funds and 

States would determine how funds 

would be spent. The bill called for a 

similar accountability structure be-

tween local districts and schools. 
Regarding the conference report 

transferability and flexibility, al-

though the conference report does not 

call for the same level of streamlining 

as called for under the Three R’s, the 

Act does provide States and districts 

with flexibility similar to that estab-

lished under the Three R’s. Title VI, 

Section 6123, allows States to transfer 

up to 50 percent of their State adminis-

trative and activity funds among the 

following Federal programs: Part A of 

Title II—Teacher and Principal Qual-

ity, Part D of Title II—Technology, 

Part A of Title IV—Safe and Drug Free 

Schools, Part B of Title IV—21st Cen-

tury Community Learning Centers and 

Part A of Title V—Innovative Pro-

grams, Block Grants. 
In addition, just as the Three R’s 

linked the degree of flexibility allowed 

to the attainment of adequate yearly 

progress under section 1111 of Title I, 

school districts that are making AYP 

may transfer up to 50 percent of the 

following Federal program funds: Part 

A of Title II—Teacher and Principal 

Quality, Part D of Title II—Tech-

nology, Part A of Title IV—Safe and 
Drug Free Schools, and Part A of Title 
V—Innovative Programs, Block 
Grants. School districts that have been 
identified under section 1116 as being in 
need of improvement may only transfer 
30 percent of the program funds, but 

shall only transfer funds into their set 

aside under section 1003 for turning 

around low-performing schools and 

into section 1116 activities. States and 

districts may transfer funds into Title 

I, but no funds may be transferred out 

of Title I. School districts in corrective 

action may not transfer any funds. 
In addition, the conference report 

creates two pilot programs for states 

and districts to further expand oppor-

tunities for greater flexibility. Subpart 

3 of Title VI gives the Secretary au-

thority to award ‘‘State Flexibility 

Demonstrations’’ to up to seven states, 

and allows them to consolidate their 

state activity and administration funds 

under the following Federal programs: 

Part A of Title II, Part D of Title II, 

Part A of Title IV, Part A of Title V, 

and section 1004 of Title I. To be eligi-

ble, states must also have four to 10 

local districts within the state that 

agree to participate and that will also 

consolidate similar funds and align 

them to the State Flexibility Dem-

onstration. At least half of these local 

districts must be high poverty. Se-

lected states would receive maximum 

flexibility in spending consolidated 

funds on any educational purpose au-

thorized under the Act. States that 

failed to make AYP for two years 

would have their demonstration termi-

nated.
States participating a demonstration 

must still meet all the accountability 

requirements from any of the programs 

from which funds are consolidated, in-

cluding meeting the requirement in 

section 1119 in Title I and Title II that 

all teachers be highly qualified by the 

end of the 2005–2006 school year. The 

Act creates a similar demonstration 

program for localities. 150 districts (70 

of which much come from the seven 

State Flexibility Demonstration 

States) may apply for a local flexi-

bility demonstration from the Sec-

retary; however, there shall only be 

three districts participating in any 

State (except for the State Flexibility 

Demonstration States). These local dis-

tricts would be allowed to consolidate 

funds from Part A of Title II, Part D of 

Title II, Part A of Title IV, and Part A 

of Title V. Participating districts 

would be given maximum flexibility 

over the use of funds for any edu-

cational purpose under this Act. School 

districts that failed to make AYP for 

two years would have their demonstra-

tion terminated. 
Regarding state accountability, in 

return for substantial federal invest-

ment and flexibility over the use of 

funds, the Three R’s demanded that 

States be held accountable for greater 
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academic achievement for all students. 
Title VII of the bill required that 
States that failed to make adequate 
yearly progress under section 1111, or 
its established annual measurable per-
formance objectives under titles II and 
III be sanctioned. Specifically, it re-

quired that, in the case of a state that 

failed to meet such goals for three 

years, the Secretary withhold 50 per-

cent of that state’s administrative 

funds from the relevant title. In the 

case of a state that failed to meet such 

goals for four years, the Secretary was 

required to withhold 30 percent of the 

state’s funds under Title VI. 
Three R’s was based on the premise 

that states, in addition to school dis-

tricts and schools, should be held ac-

countable for the attainment AYP, and 

other state-wide goals and objectives 

established in Titles II and III. It rec-

ognized that in the history of the 

ESEA, no Secretary has imposed fiscal 

sanctions on States for failure, and so 

required that the Federal government 

impose tough sanctions on states that 

repeatedly fail to meet their own goals. 
This Act does not contain the same 

degree of state-level accountability as 

envisioned under the Three R’s bill, but 

does call for meaningful initial steps to 

hold States accountable for progress, 

and lays a solid foundation for stronger 

measures in the future. Specifically, 

under section 6161 of Title VI, it re-

quires the Secretary of the U.S. De-

partment of Education to, starting two 

years after implementation, annually 

review whether states have met their 

adequate yearly progress—AYP—estab-

lished under section 1111 and the an-

nual measurable objectives established 

under Title III. The Secretary must 

provide technical assistance to states 

that fail to meet AYP for two years, 

and may provide technical assistance 

to states, where any district receiving 

funds under Title III fails to meet the 

annual objectives established in such 

title. In addition, technical assistance 

must be valid, reliable, rigorous, and 

provide constructive feedback to each 

failing state. In order to ensure full 

public knowledge of a state’s failure to 

meet its goals, the Secretary shall sub-

mit an annual report to the Congress 

containing a list of states that have 

failed to meet AYP; the teacher qual-

ity reporting requirements under sec-

tion 1119; and a list of states that have 

failed to meet the annual English pro-

ficiency and academic achievement ob-

jectives for limited English proficient 

students under Title III. 
In order to clarify the intent behind 

this language, Conferees agreed to con-

ference report language that makes it 

clear that Congress expects states iden-

tified by the Secretary to develop and 

implement improvement strategies 

that address the factors that led to 

failure and that will ensure the state 

meets AYP under Title I and its 

English proficiency objectives under 

Title III. I believe that this process will 

enable the Secretary to better follow 

the progress of states and take steps to 

help ensure that State meet their own 

established goals. 
In addition, the conference report 

states:

Conferees stress that a fundamental pur-

pose of Title I as established under this Act 

is to hold States, local educational agencies, 

and schools accountable for improving the 

academic achievement of all students, and 

for identifying and turning around low-per-

forming schools. As a result, Conferees ex-

pect States to meet their definition of ade-

quate yearly progress to the same degree as 

local school districts and schools. The Con-

ferees further urge Congress and the Sec-

retary to thoroughly examine the data col-

lected from the State assessment systems 

and factor such information into future dis-

cussions on accountability measures for 

States, which should include consideration 

of the use of fiscal sanctions to hold those 

States that continually fail to meet their 

definition of adequate yearly progress and 

fail to improve the academic achievement of 

all students accountable. 

Although I believe that more im-

provements could be made to better 

hold State accountable for academic 

progress, I do believe that the con-

ference report contains strong require-

ments under sections 1111 and 1116 of 

Title I, Part A of Title II, and subpart 

2 of Part A of Title III, to hold districts 

and schools accountable for meeting 

the goals of this Act. Such provisions 

take a new approach to accountability 

by requiring districts and/or schools to 

meet annual goals, make improve-

ments after initial failure, and eventu-

ally imposing tough penalties on those 

that continually fail to improve. 
Furthermore, the reporting require-

ments for state and district report 

cards in section 1111, and annual re-

ports by States to the Secretary, in 

section 1111, annual reports by the Sec-

retary to Congress, in section 1111 and 

section 6161, and the information pro-

vided under the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress as outlined in 

section 6302, will provide an 

uncomparable wealth of information on 

academic achievement for parents, 

communities and the public. This un-

precedented stream of annual informa-

tion, combined with the substantial in-

crease in public school choice provided 

to parents in Title I, section 1116, and 

Title V—Part B, under the Charter 

Schools Programs and the Voluntary 

Public School Choice Programs, will 

provide an infusion of the market 

forces of transparency, accessibility, 

and competition into our nation’s pub-

lic school system. This dynamic will 

create for some of the greatest ac-

countability that can exist—account-

ability by parents. 
Regarding the National Assessment 

of Educational Progress, the con-

ference report builds on the basic con-

cept in the Three R’s bill to provide 

parents and communities with greater 

awareness of the performance of 

schools as compared to other schools in 

a local school district, and as compared 

to other schools in the State. This con-

ference report expands that aim by re-

quiring in section 6302 of Part C of 

Title VI that States participate bienni-

ally in the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress—NAEP—of 

fourth and eighth grade reading and 

mathematics. States shall not be pe-

nalized based on their performance on 

the NAEP, but it is the intent that 

public knowledge of state performance 

will help drive states to develop more 

rigorous content and student academic 

achievement standards and assess-

ments.
Mr. President, I want to end by brief-

ly thanking my fellow Conference 

members and their staff for their hard 

work on this historic conference re-

port, particularly Elizabeth Fay with 

Senator BAYH, Danica Petroshius with 

Senator KENNEDY, Denzel McGuire 

with Senator GREGG, Sally Lovejoy 

with Representative BOEHNER, Charles 

Barone with Representative MILLER, as 

well as all the Conference Committee 

staff. And, I would like to give a spe-

cial thanks to Sandy Kress of the 

White House for all of his efforts in 

this process, and to Will Marshall and 

Andy Rotherham of the Progressive 

Policy Institute as well as Amy Wil-

kins of the Education Trust for their 

policy expertise. Finally, I want to 

thank my own staff for their hard 

work, particularly Michele Stockwell, 

Dan Gerstein, and Jennifer Bond. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 3 minutes to 

my friend from Iowa, the champion for 

the disabled, the leader in our full 

funding for IDEA. He has also been a 

leader in terms of school construction. 

On so many of these issues, we have 

profited from his intervention. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 

my chairman for his kind words and I 

thank him for his leadership. There is 

no doubt we need to make education 

the top priority in this Nation. No one 

in the entire country, let alone this 

Congress, has made this more of a top 

priority over all of the years we have 

been working on this issue than the 

chairman of our committee, Senator 

KENNEDY. I commend him and I com-

mend Senator GREGG for their leader-

ship and for working to bring this bill 

to fruition. 
There is a lot in this bill. We know 

kids are behind in science. We know it 

has been level in the fourth and eighth 

grades, but we know by the time they 

get to the twelfth grade they fall way 

behind. There is no doubt in my mind 

we need to make schools accountable 

and we need to make teachers and prin-

cipals accountable. In order to do that 

we have to have the resources for it, 

and that is why I commend my friend, 
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the Senator from Minnesota, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, who has fought so hard 
and so eloquently to keep pointing out 
time and time again we cannot demand 
accountability unless we include re-
sources. I am hopeful, having passed 
this bill, that the Bush administration 
will follow through with support for 
the appropriations process. 

I happen to chair the appropriations 
subcommittee that funds education. 
Now that we have the bill and we have 
the authorization, the next step is to 
get the appropriations. 

I await the Bush budget next year. I 
want to see the budget President Bush 
is going to send down and I want to see 
if he is going to put the money behind 
the rhetoric and leave no child behind. 
That is really going to be the true test 
next year, the budget the President 
sends down. 

Lastly, I want to thank all of the 
Senators who have worked so hard to 
try to get full funding for special edu-
cation, to get it on the mandatory side, 
to get it off the plate where we are pit-
ting kids with disabilities against 
other kids in our schools, to just get 
rid of that once and for all and make 
special education a mandatory funding 
item.

We had that in our bill. It was sup-
ported in the Senate by both Repub-
licans and Democrats, and in con-
ference, I might add. It was only be-
cause of the intransigence of the ad-
ministration, in holding the Repub-
licans on the House side, that we did 
not get full funding and we did not get 
mandatory funding for special edu-
cation. One of the biggest losses in this 
bill is that we did not get mandatory 
full funding for special education be-
cause now we are going to be right 
back in that same rut again, with kids 
with special needs in schools fighting 
with their parents saying why should 
they get all this money, what about 
our kids in schools? And you are going 
to have continued problems until we 
step to the plate and we provide that 40 
percent of funding we promised 26 

years ago. 
Lastly, I thank the chairman and 

Senator KENNEDY and Senator GREGG

for including two provisions which I 

think are extremely important. One is 

the elementary and secondary school 

counseling program. I believe a lot of 

this violence is because kids are not 

getting good counseling. I thank them 

for keeping it in. 
The second is the effort and equity 

formula for title I. It is important that 

States put in more money and equalize 

their funding so our poor kids get the 

money they need in the schools. 
I thank Senator KENNEDY and Sen-

ator GREGG for keeping those two pro-

visions in the final bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 2 minutes to 

our friend from Michigan, Senator 

STABENOW.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

congratulate and thank Senator KEN-

NEDY and Senator GREGG for their lead-

ership and the tremendous amount of 

manhours to bring this legislation to 

this point. I thank all my colleagues 

deeply involved in this issue. 
It is said that knowledge is power. 

We know that our country’s economic 

engine is fueled by a skilled workforce. 

It is critical we focus on education. I 

know the main goal of the compromise 

bill is to narrow, over a 12-year period, 

the educational achievement gap be-

tween the poor, disadvantaged students 

and their more affluent peers, and be-

tween minority and nonminority stu-

dents. Wide achievement gaps between 

these groups have been tolerated for 

decades at great personal and social 

cost.
We need to constantly repeat the fact 

that accountability is not just a test. 

It is parents, teachers, administrators, 

communities, and, yes, it is resources. 

I appreciate the fact there are addi-

tional resources designated in this bill. 
However, while I intend to support 

this legislation, I am deeply disturbed 

and disappointed that we are not tak-

ing the opportunity to finally fulfill a 

25-year promise regarding special edu-

cation in this country. Fully funding 

IDEA is something whose time is past 

due. While it is not in this legislation, 

I am very concerned that we continue 

the fight so next year IDEA is reau-

thorized and we finally get it done. 
As I talk to schools in Michigan, 

they tell me there would have been an 

additional $460 million available to 

children in Michigan this year if we 

had just kept our promise. 
Congratulations to all involved. We 

have more work to do and I look for-

ward to working together. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 3 minutes to 

the Senator from Florida who took a 

special interest in bringing greater tar-

geting of funds to be used more effec-

tively and also for further evaluation 

of the students to consider some of the 

challenges they are facing in their abil-

ity to learn. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-

ior Senator from Florida is recognized. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I thank Senator KEN-

NEDY for the leadership he has given 

over many years which has brought us 

to this point today. 
I am very supportive of this legisla-

tion and will vote for it with enthu-

siasm. I do point out there are some 

areas where I think further action will 

be required. As we began this debate, 

there was an assumption, maybe a 

tacit assumption, that there was a 

common set of reasons for school fail-

ures. That tacit assumption was rein-

forced by the suggestion that for every 

school failure there would be a one- 

size-fits-all prescription. That was 

school vouchers. The Senate and the 

conferees have wisely not adopted this 

approach.
However, there still remains the 

issue of an intelligent process to deter-

mine why schools fail. The reality is, 

anyone who has spent time in a variety 

of schools, as I know our Presiding Of-

ficer and I have had the opportunity to 

do, there are a variety of reasons why 

a school might be considered failing. 

Some of the reasons have to do with 

what is happening inside the school. 

Some of those reasons have to do with 

the neighborhood, the environment, 

the circumstances from which the stu-

dents come and which adverse cir-

cumstances they bring to the schools. 
For instance, it might be that an ab-

sence of effective health care causes 

students to come to school with a lim-

ited ability to learn. It may be because 

of nutritional restrictions. It may be 

because there are not sufficient activi-

ties in the communities to support 

what is happening inside the school. 

This legislation recognizes that and 

provides for a diagnostic process in 

which, when a school is identified 

largely based on the testing process, 

there will be a determination made as 

to what the reasons were for that spe-

cific school failing to educate its stu-

dents.
This will put new responsibilities on 

a variety of institutions. It will put re-

sponsibilities on the community to 

provide resources through things such 

as public health services as well as 

nongovernmental agencies such as the 

United Way, YMCA, and the Boys and 

Girls Club, and on the Federal Govern-

ment to bring to bear its agencies, par-

ticularly the Health and Human Serv-

ices, to provide assistance in dealing 

with those out of the classroom rea-

sons why schools are failing. 
Again, I commend the conferees for 

their good work. I point out that this is 

an important chapter, but we have 

more chapters yet to be written. They 

will require the cooperation of all 

groups I have referred to in order to see 

we comprehensively deal and provide 

the appropriate description to why 

that specific school is failing. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. When I think of 

teacher recruitment, principal recruit-

ment, rebuilding schools, or full fund-

ing, I think of the Senator from New 

York. I yield to the Senator from New 

York for 2 minutes. 
Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I 

thank our chairman for his extraor-

dinary work. I also appreciate the lead-

ership of our ranking member and in-

deed the entire committee that has 

worked so hard for nearly a year and 

has finished the work in a conference 

that has resulted in a bill which will in 

many respects increase the opportuni-

ties that our students will have for 
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achieving the kind of educational lev-
els for which every child deserves to 
strive.

We know this bill is far from perfect. 
However, we do know we have made a 
step forward. I appreciate greatly the 
targeting of title I funding, particu-
larly for the highest need school dis-
tricts in the State of New York. We 
will receive a 25-percent increase in 
title I funds and a 40-percent increase 
in teacher quality funds. For our need-
iest communities, that means a dra-
matic improvement in the resources 
available to focus their attention on 
those children for whom this bill is in-
tended.

I share the disappointment of many 
of my colleagues that we were not able 
to bring about the full funding of spe-
cial education. That is the No. 1 issue 
in New York that I hear about, whether 
I am in an urban, rural, or suburban 
district. I pledge to work with my col-
leagues in a bipartisan manner and to 
work with the administration so that 
next year when we reauthorize IDEA, 
we also fully fund it and make good on 
a promise that we gave to the Amer-
ican people more than 25 years ago. 

I also appreciate the kind words of 
the chairman about teacher and prin-
cipal recruitment, which was one of my 
highest priorities. If we do not attract 
and keep quality teachers in our class-
room, everything that is in this bill 
will not amount to very much. We have 
to be sure we get the teachers and prin-
cipals we need. 

I am glad we have taken this step 
forward. I hope my colleagues will con-
tinue to support education for every 
child.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Senator GREGG,
we will try to do this again. 

First of all, I thank my colleagues 
for their fine work. Second, it is a lit-
tle frustrating for me. There are many 
provisions in this bill that I had a 
chance to work on and to write. I am 
proud of it. But I have to say to the 
Senator and especially my conserv-
ative friends that this is a stunning un-
funded mandate. You are taking the es-

sence of grassroots political culture 

and school districts and telling every 

school district and every school to test 

every child in grades 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7— 

not just title I but every child in every 

school.
I have heard discussions about na-

tional priorities. This bill now makes 

education a national priority. But the 

only thing we have done is have a Fed-

eral mandate that every child will be 

tested every year, but we don’t have a 

Federal mandate that every child will 

have the same opportunity to do well 

in these tests. If they do not do well, 

they will need additional help. 
Colleagues, just because there is 

money for the administration of the 

tests doesn’t mean this isn’t one gigan-

tic unfunded mandate. 

Look at this in the context of reces-

sion, hard times, and the cutbacks in 

State budgets and cutbacks in edu-

cation. Look at this in the context of 

our now adding a whole new require-

ment and telling every district they 

have to test, having high stakes and 

holding the schools accountable. 
My colleague from New Hampshire 

said: Senator WELLSTONE, you are talk-

ing about the IDEA program, but that 

is not really ESEA, and that is sepa-

rate from title I. 
That is not what I hear in Minnesota. 
I thank Senator HARKIN for cham-

pioning this cause. What I hear at the 

local level is if we had given Minnesota 

the $2 billion they would have gotten if 

we made it mandatory on a glidepath 

for full funding over the next 10 years, 

and $45 million this year, I was told we 

would put 50 percent of it into children 

with special needs. But then we could 

have additional dollars for other pro-

grams. Right now, the Federal Govern-

ment has not lived up to its promise. 

We are now taking our own money that 

we could be using for afterschool, for 

technology, for textbooks, for teacher 

recruitment, and we have to spend that 

money; whereas, we would have that 

additional money available if you 

would just provide the funding for 

IDEA. You can’t separate funding for 

IDEA from any of the other edu-

cational programs. 
This is not just about the children 

who have a constitutional right to 

have the best education. That is Sen-

ator HARKIN’s, and it is his soul. He has 

made that happen. 
This is also about all the other chil-

dren and support for educational pro-

grams at the local level. Title I money 

has gone up. But in the context of eco-

nomic hard times and all the addi-

tional families and children who are 

becoming barely eligible, I will tell you 

something. I know that some Senators 

do not like to hear this. We are in pro-

found disagreement on this. 
I think in our States we are going to 

hear from school board members and 

teachers, and we are going to hear from 

the educational community. They are 

going to say to us: What did you do to 

us? You gave us the tests, and then you 

gave us hardly anything that you said 

you would give us when it came to 

IDEA. You didn’t provide the re-

sources. You made this a giant un-

funded mandate. You say you are going 

to hold our schools accountable, but by 

the same token, you haven’t been ac-

countable because you have not lived 

up to your promise. 
They are right. I think there is going 

to be a real negative reaction from a 

lot of States. In my State of Min-

nesota, we have hard economic times. 

We are cutting back on education. We 

are laying off teachers. 
I have two children who teach in our 

public schools. I have been to a school 

about every 2 weeks for the last 11 

years. I believe I know this issue well. 
We are seeing all of these cutbacks. 
Minnesota is going to say: Why didn’t 
you live up to your promise? You have 
given the tests and all this rhetoric 
about how it is a national priority, and 
I don’t believe the Bush administration 
is going to make this a commitment 
next year. I do not know that you do. 

Frankly, they now have this edu-
cation bill. This was our leverage, 
which was to say we can’t realize this 
goal of leaving no child behind—not on 
a tin cup budget—not unless you make 
this commitment. And there will be no 
education reform bill because it can’t 
be reformed unless we live up to our 
commitment of providing the re-
sources. And we have not. 

I was in a school yesterday—the 
Phalen Lake School. I loved being 
there. It is on the east side of St. Paul. 
I don’t think one of the students comes 
from a family with an income of over 
$15,000, or maybe $10,000 a year. It is 
just a rainbow of children with all 
kinds of culture and history. They are 
low-income children in the inner city. 

Do you know why I went. They raised 
money to help the children in Afghani-
stan. The President asked them to do 
so. They are all beautiful. I loved being 
there. But do you want to know some-
thing. I know what those children need 
because there are teachers who tell me 
what they need. They need the re-
sources for more good teachers and to 
retain those teachers. They need to 
come to kindergarten ready to learn 
without being so far behind. 

Where is our commitment to afford-
able child care? We have $2 trillion in 
tax cuts, and $35 billion or $40 billion in 
the energy bill as tax cuts for pro-
ducers. Where is the commitment to 
developmental child care from this 
Congress?

I know what they need. They need 
more afterschool programs. They need 
a lot more title I money—not just 33 
percent or 34 percent of these children 
but many more children, and more help 
for reading and smaller class size. They 
need all of that. We could have pro-
vided them a lot more, and we didn’t. 

I will vote no. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 5 minutes 48 seconds. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I again 

thank Senator KENNEDY and all the 
members of our staffs. I went over that 
in some length, and I specifically 
thanked our staff yesterday. I want to 
renew my thanks for their efforts. It 
has been extraordinary. 

I also thank other members of the 
committee who worked with me from 
both sides of the aisle, and also the 
White House for its assistance. 

I think it is important to note as we 
go into the final moments of this de-
bate that we would not have gotten to 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 08:21 Aug 04, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\S18DE1.001 S18DE1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE26632 December 18, 2001 
this point unless we had the President, 
who understood how to lead on an issue 
of national importance. 

The fact is that President Bush un-
derstands almost in a visceral sense—it 
totally absorbs him and his wife—that 
children are being left behind because 
our educational system is not working, 
and that we need fundamental reform 
of that system in order to try to im-
prove it. 

He came into office and was willing 
to lay out a very clear path for us as a 
Congress and as a Government to fol-
low in trying to assist in the Federal 
role in elementary and secondary edu-
cation. Because he was willing to lay 
out that path, we were able to pass a 
bill which takes major strides down the 
road to try to improve education in 
this country. 

We all understand this is neither the 
end nor the beginning of the issue. We 
all understand that the Federal role in 
education is the tail of the dog. 

We also understand, however, that 
the Federal role in education is not 
working, that we had 35 years of effort, 
that we had spent $130 billion, and that 
we still have low-income children fall-
ing further and further behind and that 
something has to be done to try to ad-
dress that. He has readjusted the whole 
approach. He has set up a program 
which is, No. 1, child-centered rather 
than bureaucracy-centered; that em-
powers parents and gives parents, espe-
cially of low-income children, an op-
portunity to do something when their 
children are locked into failing 
schools, gives them choices; gives the 
local communities much more flexi-
bility over the dollars they are going 
to get from the Federal Government. 
But in exchange for that flexibility, we 
are going to expect academic achieve-
ment, and we are going to have ac-
countability standards that show us 
whether or not the academic achieve-
ment is being obtained. 

In the end, what we are doing with 
this bill essentially is creating oppor-
tunities for local school districts, 
States, and especially parents to take 
advantage of using their Federal dol-
lars in a more effective way to educate 
the low-income child, and hopefully 
have that child be competitive with his 
or her peers. 

In the end, we also understand that it 
will be the responsibility of the par-
ents, of the schoolteacher, of the prin-
cipal, and of the school system that is 

locally based to make the tough deci-

sions and do the work that is necessary 

to produce the results and have the 

children compete. 
At least that is the Federal role. We 

are now setting up a framework which 

will greatly assist parents, schools, and 

teachers in accomplishing that goal of 

making the low-income child competi-

tive in America so they can participate 

in the American dream. 
I especially want to thank the chair-

man of the committee for his efforts 

and for his courtesy during the markup 
of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes 26 seconds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself an ad-
ditional 2 minutes of the leader’s time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we 
have had a very good discussion and de-
bate today and yesterday. I expect we 
will have an overwhelming vote in sup-
port of the conference report by Sen-
ators from all different parts of the 
country who have varying views on 
educational issues. We recognize this is 
an important step forward. 

I want to acknowledge, as I have on 
other occasions, the strong leadership 
of President Bush. This was a unique 
undertaking on his part. I can remem-
ber, as I am sure the Senator from New 
Hampshire can, being in this Chamber 
21⁄2 years ago when we had 3 weeks of 
debate in the Chamber and were unable 
to come to any kind of common posi-
tion. We were facing the fact that the 
program that reaches out to the need-
iest of children was effectively going to 
be awash at sea. 

That has changed. The President de-
serves great credit for that. Credit also 
goes to the able chairman of our con-
ference, Congressman BOEHNER, our 
leader over in the House on education 
issues. There are many who contrib-
uted to this conference report, but 

GEORGE MILLER brings a special com-

mitment to education, as does my 

friend and colleague from New Hamp-

shire, Senator GREGG.
The reason this issue is so important 

is that it affects every family in this 

country; it is one that goes back to the 

earliest times of our Nation. Our 

Founding Fathers understood the im-

portance of educating the whole of the 

public. It isn’t just an accident that 

the first public schools were developed 

in this country. It was a really funda-

mental commitment that all the chil-

dren were going to be educated. Vir-

tually all the constitutions of our 

States are committed to the States en-

suring a quality education for all the 

children of this Nation. That has not 

always been the case. 
We have seen the great social move-

ments that have taken place in this 

Nation. We understand the strong drive 

of parents for a quality education. It 

was at the heart of the women’s move-

ment. It was not only the right to vote, 

but the women’s movement understood 

that young ladies, young girls ought to 

be able to receive a quality education. 

It took a long time, and now it would 

be unthinkable if we said we were 

going to educate everyone but women 

in our society. 
Then it became the principal civil 

rights issue in the 1950s. Long before 

Dr. King and others spoke about civil 
rights, the principal civil rights issue 
was, were minorities going to be able 
to gain an education by opening up the 
doors of education? It became the prin-
cipal civil rights issue. 

We can understand why we have seen 
the progress we have made for the dis-
abled in recent times. We have heard 
the statements by the Senator from 
Iowa, the Senator from Nebraska, and 
the Senator from Vermont about try-
ing to assure a quality education for 
those students, which really follows a 
national concern and commitment that 
has been part of our tradition. We have 
not always reached that commitment. 
But I think, when history examines 
where we have been and where we are 
going, those who have followed this 
issue will believe this is a historic 
piece of legislation and one that de-
serves the support of all of the Mem-
bers of this body. 

The legislation before us today is a 
blueprint for progress in all of the Na-
tion’s schools. It proclaims that every 
child matters—every child, in every 
school, in every community in this 
country. That is why this legislation is 
so important. School improvement and 
school reform are not optional; they 
are mandatory for us to achieve if we 
are going to meet our responsibilities 
to the next generation. When we fail 
our students, we fail our country. We 
cannot expect the next generation of 
Americans to carry the banner of 
progress and opportunity if they are 
not well prepared for the challenges 
that lie ahead. 

This is a defining issue about the fu-
ture of our Nation and about the future 
of democracy, the future of liberty, and 
the future of the United States in lead-
ing the free world. No piece of legisla-
tion will have a greater impact or in-
fluence on that. 

In conclusion, what are we really try-
ing to do? Now that we have put this 
issue into some kind of framework, we 
are assuring American families this is 
what this legislation is really all 
about: Greater opportunity for all of 
our students to achieve high standards. 
Extra help will be there for students in 
need. We are committed to high-qual-
ity teachers. We are committed to 
extra help in mastering the basics. We 
are committed to reducing the dropout 
rate. We are committed to providing 
guidance counselors. We are committed 
to assist young children who need men-
tal health counseling. We are com-
mitted as well to the advanced place-
ment in foreign language, American 
history, civics, economics, the arts, 
physical education, and the gifted and 
talented, and character education. 

We have the pathways to American 
excellence. We are saying to families: 
If your child is doing well, with this 
legislation your child will do even bet-
ter; if your child is failing in the public 
schools, with this legislation they will 
get the help they need. 
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This is the challenge for the schools: 

Reform in our American schools, hav-
ing high standards, high expectations. 
We are going to insist on teacher train-
ing and mentoring, high-quality teach-
ers in every classroom, smaller class 
size, early reading support, violence 
and drug prevention programs, more 
classroom technology, afterschool op-
portunities, high-quality bilingual in-
struction, new books for school librar-
ies, and greater parental involvement. 

This is the third and the important 
final dimension. This is the power we 
are going to be giving parents in States 
and local schools all across this coun-
try so that they will know what the 
achievement is for all the students, not 
only their own but the other children 
who are in the classes, including chil-
dren with disabilities and those with 
limited English proficiency, and minor-
ity and poor children. They will be able 
to find out what their graduation rates 
are, what the quality is of the teachers 
in those classrooms in high-poverty 

and low-poverty schools, and the per-

centage of highly qualified teachers. 
This is our commitment. We are 

challenging the children in this Nation. 

We are challenging the schools in this 

Nation. And we are challenging the 

parents in this Nation. As has been 

pointed out in the course of the debate, 

finally, we are going to challenge our-

selves. Are we in this Congress going to 

make this kind of an opportunity real-

ized for all children in America, not 

just a third, but for all children to 

move along? That is a battle that is 

going to be fought on this Senate floor 

day in and day out over the years in 

the future. Are we going to expect that 

the States are going to meet their re-

sponsibilities in fulfilling this kind of a 

promise?
Those are the kinds of challenges we 

welcome. But we are giving the assur-

ance to the American families that 

help is on its way. 
This legislation deserves our support. 

I hope we will have an overwhelming 

vote on its adoption. 
Madam President, I ask for the yeas 

and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CLINTON). Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that at the 

conclusion of this vote, the staff be en-

titled to be make technical amend-

ments.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, soon we 

will vote on passing H.R. 1—the Better 

Education for Students and Teachers, 

BEST, Act. As everyone knows, Presi-

dent Bush campaigned last year with a 

promise to do all that he could in the 

realm of education so that we as a na-

tion would ‘‘Leave No Child Behind.’’ 
The Republican majorities in the 

Senate and the House responded to the 

President’s focus on comprehensive 

education reform by putting it at the 

top of the agenda in both chambers. 

The first bills introduced in both the 

Senate and the House—S. 1 and H.R. 

1—were both named the Better Edu-

cation for Students and Teachers Act. 

It is the conference report to that leg-

islation that we are about to vote on, 

pass, and send to the President for him 

to sign into law as he promised. 
President Bush recognizes that with 

almost 70 percent of our fourth graders 

who are unable to read at even a basic 

level, our children were and are at risk 

of being unable to compete in an in-

creasingly complex job market. We all 

recognize that the ability to read the 

English language with fluency and 

comprehension is essential if individ-

uals, old and young, are to reach their 

full potential in any field of endeavor. 

As the saying goes: Reading Is Funda-

mental. And again, as President Bush 

has said, none of our children should be 

left behind because they can’t read. 
In reforming education, Republicans 

have always sought to maximize local 

control and flexibility over both edu-

cation policy and federal funding while 

requiring schools to be accountable for 

the ultimate performance of their stu-

dents. School accountability means 

schools must respect the rights of par-

ents to know about their child’s per-

formance as well as the quality of a 

child’s instructors and learning envi-

ronment.
That is why the most significant 

change under the new law is that par-

ents are empowered with new options. 

For the first time, parents whose chil-

dren are trapped in failing public 

schools will be able to demand that a 

local school district give them a por-

tion of the money available for their 

child under the Title I Disadvantaged 

Children program—approximately $500 

to $1,000—so the parents can use it to 

get their child outside private tutorial 

support. Such tutorial support can 

come from public institutions, private 

providers or faith-based educators. 

Groups such as the Sylvan Learning 

Center, Catholic schools, the Boys & 

Girls Club, and a variety of other agen-

cies will be able to help these children 

come up to speed in the areas of math 

and English. This provision has the po-

tential to fundamentally impact the 

way low-income children are educated 

in America. 
Not only will parents have the right 

to demand money for tutorial assist-

ance for their children, but whenever 

their children are trapped in failing 

public schools they will also be able to 

demand that their child be able to at-

tend another public school which is not 

failing—and to have their child’s trans-

portation costs to the new school paid 

for by the local school district. This 

ensures parents are able to access bet-

ter performing schools for their chil-

dren.

So, while the bill does not allow par-
ents to access private schools as some 
have proposed, it does allow a parent to 
get their child out of a failing public 
school and move them to a public 
school where they can get adequate 
education. The effect of this strong 
public school choice provision will be 
to put pressure on those public schools 
within a major school system that are 
failing to improve or find itself with-
out any students. But fundamentally, 
this provision gives parents a viable 
option for giving their child a chance 
to succeed not just in school, but in 
life.

Groups of concerned parents and edu-
cators will also have enhanced rights 
under the BEST Act. The bill creates a 
major new expansion of self-governing 
Charter Schools. Charter Schools en-
able parents, educators, and interested 
community leaders to create schools 
outside the normal bureaucratic struc-
ture of moribund educational establish-
ments and much of the red tape con-
tained in local, state, and federal regu-
lations. This legislation will signifi-
cantly expand the opportunity for par-
ents, foundations, and other groups to 
create Charter Schools and help them 
succeed without interference from edu-
cation bureaucrats and politicians who 
are hostile to Charter Schools. 

One of our primary goals in this bill 
as Republicans was to give states and 
local communities significantly more 
flexibility over the management of 
Federal dollars they receive, and to 
pared down the amount of red tape 
that comes with the Federal dollars. 
While not as strong as we would have 
liked, there are a series of initiatives 
in this bill that offer significant help in 
this regard. 

State and local governments, and 
local school districts, will be able to 
move up to 50 percent of their non-title 
I funds from one account to another 
without Federal approval. This means 
funding for teacher quality, technology 
innovation programs, safe and drug- 
free schools, and other programs would 
all be open to movement of Federal 
funds from account to account depend-
ing on where a State or local commu-
nity, and not Washington, DC, feels 
that it can get the most benefit from 
the dollars. 

In addition, 150 school districts—at 
least three per State—would be able to 
apply for waivers from virtually all 
Federal education rules and require-
ments associated with a variety of 
ESEA programs, in exchange for agree-
ing to obtain higher than required lev-
els of achievement for their low-in-
come students. This provision gives 
local communities dramatic new flexi-
bility in running their schools. 

Seven whole States, if they volun-
teer, may participate in a demonstra-
tion program which would allow Fed-
eral funds—other than title I funds—to 
be used by the State for any edu-
cational activity authorized by H.R. 1. 
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Therefore, States would have greater 

control over such funds as the innova-

tive block grant program, State admin-

istration component of title I, State 

administration/State activities compo-

nents of title I, Part B and other Fed-

eral funds. 
Another significant accomplishment 

of this bill is the streamlining and con-

solidation of the number of Federal 

education programs, which often led to 

confusion and duplication of efforts. 

Under current law there are 55 Federal 

education programs for elementary and 

secondary schools. This bill makes a 

down payment on further consolidation 

by reducing the total number of pro-

grams to 45, despite creating several 

new programs in the bill. This consoli-

dation, although not as dramatic as 

one would like, is a significant im-

provement.
The bill also includes reforms to im-

prove teacher quality and training. It 

includes the Teacher Empowerment 

Act which takes numerous existing 

professional development programs for 

Teachers and the current Class Size 

Program and merges them into one 

flexible program which allows local 

districts to use the funds as they see 

best for the purposes of hiring teach-

ers, improving teacher professional de-

velopment, or providing merit pay or 

other innovative ways to reward and 

retain high quality teachers. 
The bill continues the initiative in 

current law called the Troops to Teach-

ers program that encourages retired 

members of the Armed Services to be-

come teachers. The bill also directs 

that 95 percent of the Federal funds 

targeted for teacher quality go directly 

to local school districts. And while the 

bill provides funds to be used for the 

recruitment of hiring qualified teach-

ers, it explicitly prohibits funds from 

being used to plan, develop, implement 

or administer any mandatory national 

teacher or professional test or certifi-

cation. In other words, Federal funds 

cannot be used to create a national 

teacher certification system. 
Teachers are also given legal protec-

tion under the Teacher Liability Act 

contained within the bill which will 

shield teachers, principals and other 

school professionals from frivolous 

lawsuits. It is a major piece of lawsuit 

reform that will help ensure that 

teachers and other school professionals 

have the ability to maintain discipline, 

order, and a proper learning environ-

ment in the classroom without having 

to fear losing their home or their life 

savings.
H.R. 1, the BEST Act, also reorga-

nizes bilingual education initiatives so 

that the emphasis is now on teaching 

English rather than separating chil-

dren who do not speak English and put-

ting them into an atmosphere where 

they never actually learn English. It 

also gives the parents of bilingual chil-

dren the right to demand information 

about the classes and instructional 

programs their children are placed in. 

Most importantly, they are given the 

right to object to their children’s 

placement or classes to ensure that 

their children do not end up being 

locked in a limited-English situation. 

This is one of the bill’s most signifi-

cant achievements as it involves much 

needed reforms to a program critical to 

the success of students with limited 

English proficiency. It provides ac-

countability to a program which has 

been misdirected for too long. 
The final major accomplishment of 

H.R. 1 is that it imposes stringent ac-

countability standards on schools and 

their performance with the goal of as-

suring that low income students are 

learning at a level that is equal to 

their peers. In accomplishing this goal, 

the bill specifically prohibits federally 

sponsored national testing or Federal 

control over curriculum. It sets up a 

series of tests to ensure that any na-

tional test, such as NAEP, which is 

used for evaluation purposes is fair and 

objective, and does not test or evaluate 

a child’s views, opinions, or beliefs. 
The bill also includes a trigger mech-

anism so that State based testing re-

quirements are paid for by the Federal 

Government, not states or local school 

districts, thus avoiding an unfunded 

mandate.
Finally, the bill contains several pro-

visions which are important to ensure 

that Federal funds are used appro-

priately and objectively without bias. 

The bill denies Federal funds to any 

school district that prevents or other-

wise denies participation in constitu-

tionally-protected voluntary school 

prayer. Funding is also denied any pub-

lic school or educational agency that 

discriminates against or denies equal 

access to any group affiliated with the 

Boy Scouts of America. It requires that 

the Nation’s Armed Forces recruiters 

have the same access to high school 

students as college recruiters and job 

recruiters have. Schools will also be re-

quired to transfer student disciplinary 

records from local school districts to a 

student’s new private or public school 

so discipline and safety issues are fully 

appreciated and anticipated by admin-

istrators, teachers, parents, and, of 

course, new classmates at their new 

school.
President Bush’s agenda for edu-

cation reform as embodied in this bill 

serves as a framework for common ac-

tion, encouraging all of us, Democrat, 

Republican, and Independent, to work 

in concert to strengthen our elemen-

tary and secondary schools to, as the 

President says, ‘‘build the mind and 

character of every child, from every 

background, in every part of America.’’ 
Madam President, I do want to say, 

since we are about to begin the vote, 

how much I appreciate the outstanding 

leadership and work that has been done 

by Senator GREGG and Senator KEN-

NEDY. Without their indomitable spirit, 
it would not have happened. We are in-
debted to them. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, it has 

been said that free schools preserve us 
as a free Nation. I believe that this 
education bill will strengthen our 
schools, and strengthen our Nation 
long into the future. 

Much has happened since we began 
work on this bill to update Federal ele-
mentary and secondary education pro-
grams.

We were well on our way to reaching 
a bipartisan consensus on this bill last 
spring when control of this institution 
changed.

That unprecedented shift could have 
thrown this effort into the limbo of 
partisan gridlock. But we continued to 
move forward and in June, we passed a 

strong, bipartisan bill. 
Then came the terrible events of Sep-

tember 11 and, a month after that, the 

anthrax attacks. 
Even as we focused on urgent na-

tional security concerns, from 

strengthening airline security to mak-

ing sure our military has what it needs 

to dismantle the terrorists’ networks, 

members of the education conference 

committee continued to work together 

and iron out differences between the 

Senate and House versions of this bill. 
No one deserves more credit for get-

ting this bill done this year than TED

KENNEDY, a man who has spent the last 

40 years of his life working to make 

sure that every child in America has 

the opportunity to go to a good public 

school.
I want to commend Chairman KEN-

NEDY, and all the members of the con-

ference committee who worked long 

and hard on this bill, and kept their 

eyes on the prize, even during the tur-

moil of the last three months. 
President Bush also deserves credit 

for helping to put education first, and 

convincing the doubters in his party 

that the Federal Government must be 

a partner in the effort to strengthen 

America’s public schools for all chil-

dren.
The last time we authorized the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act, 

there were those in the President’s 

party who advocated abolishing the 

Federal role in education. Instead, 

President Bush came to us with a seri-

ous proposal and a serious commitment 

to make progress for our children. 
He built his proposal around the prin-

ciple that all children must be given 

the chance to succeed in school. He 

agreed that we must have high stand-

ards for success in every classroom in 

every school in every community. 
He recognized that reading is, indeed, 

the foundation of all learning. Without 

reading, the job manuals and news-

papers stay closed, the Internet is a 

dark screen, the world of discovery is 

worlds away, and the promise of Amer-

ica is, simply a closed book. 
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He said we have to measure results, 

so parents and communities can know 
what is working, and what isn’t. 

We were pleased that the President 
was willing to support several meas-
ures Democrats have long advocated. 

This new law sets high standards for 
all teachers. It also provides commu-
nities with help, if they need it, to re-
cruit, hire and train new teachers so 
that every classroom can be led by a 
qualified, effective teacher. 

Under this law, low-performing 
schools will get the help they need to 
turn around, and face consequences if 
they fail. 

Immigrant and bilingual children 
who need extra help to succeed in 
school and learn English will get that 
help.

And communities that require help 
meeting the needs of their most dis-
advantaged students will get it. 

I am pleased that the conferees 
stripped provisions that many of us 
thought would ultimately be damaging 
to public schools. The bill does not 
allow limited Federal resources to be 
siphoned off to private schools through 
ill-advised voucher schemes. It also 
does not give States blank checks with 
no accountability, as had been pro-
posed by supporters of the Straight As 
block grant program. 

I am disappointed, however, that this 
bill does not provide full funding for 
the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act, or IDEA. Senator JEFFORDS

is right: we made a commitment more 
than 25 years ago to provide 40 percent 

of the cost of this program; so far, we 

have failed in that commitment. We 

need to do better. 
Though we finish this bill today, the 

work of improving our children’s 

schools does not end. This bill lays out 

a blueprint for reform. But we know 

that real reform cannot occur without 

real resources. 
Our schools face real challenges: the 

generation now passing through our 

schools has surpassed the Baby Boom 

in size, and school enrollments are ex-

pected to rise for the next decade; a 

large part of the teaching corps is get-

ting ready to retire. Schools will have 

to hire more than 2 million new teach-

ers over the next decade; diversity in 

the classroom is increasing, bringing 

new languages, cultures, and chal-

lenges; technology is revolutionizing 

the workplace and our society as a 

whole. Schools must keep up with the 

pace of change, by helping students 

gain important skills in technology, 

and by taking advantage of techno-

logical capabilities to advance learning 

for all children. 
The first test of whether we are seri-

ous about meeting those challenges 

and keeping the commitments this bill 

makes will occur this week, when we 

take up the Labor-HHS appropriations 

bill.
The details of that bill are still being 

finalized, but we expect it will provide 

communities with an additional $4 bil-
lion to meet their new responsibilities 
under these programs. We must make 
sure that money is there not only next 
year, but every year. 

This bill meets many of our greatest 
education challenges in word. I hope 
that this and future Congresses will en-
sure the resources are there to meet 
them in deed. 

That is the only way that we can 
strengthen our schools and move our 
Nation closer to becoming a land of op-
portunity for every child. 

It is with the understanding that we 
still have work ahead of us, I give this 
bill my strong support, and I urge my 
colleagues to do so as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has 3 minutes re-
maining.

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 

actually, I think I have said what I 

wanted to say. I feel as though I was 

speaking for a lot of people in Min-

nesota and around the country. 
My colleagues, I have figures I will 

leave everyone in terms of our national 

commitment.
In 1979, close to 12 percent of the Fed-

eral budget was devoted to education. 

It is now down to 7 percent. 
If we just were where we were in 1979, 

30 some years ago, we would be allo-

cating an additional $21 billion to edu-

cation today. I have heard colleagues 

say that this is all about equal oppor-

tunity for every child. There is nothing 

I believe in more. I know Senators can 

agree to disagree. 
If I had one vision, one hope, one 

dream that I cared more about for Min-

nesota and the country than any other, 

it would be that every child, starting 

with the littlest of the children, re-

gardless of color of skin, urban/rural, 

income, gender, every child would have 

the same chance to reach her or his full 

potential. That is the goodness of our 

country.
When I was in Phalen Lake school 

yesterday, that was the goodness of 

that school, those teachers and what 

they were trying to do under incredibly 

difficult circumstances. I wish I could 

believe that this bill lived up to that 

promise. When I look at the resources, 

it doesn’t. 
Make no mistake about it, a test 

every year doesn’t give our schools the 

resources to either recruit or to retain 

more teachers. A test every year does 

not lead to smaller class size. It doesn’t 

lead to better lab facilities. It doesn’t 

lead to more reading help for children 

who need the help. It doesn’t lead to 

better technology. It doesn’t lead to 

more books. It doesn’t lead to making 

sure the children are prepared when 

they come to kindergarten. Many of 

them are so far behind. It doesn’t mean 

we will have afterschool programs. It 

doesn’t mean any of that. 
I am all for accountability. I am all 

for testing and accountability to see 

how the reform is doing. I am not for 

the argument that the actual testing 

represents the reform. 

We have done one piece, the account-

ability. We haven’t given our children 

and our schools and our teachers the 

resources they need. 

One final time, I have shouted it 

from the mountaintop 1,000 times on 

the floor: Mr. President, you cannot re-

alize the goal of leaving no child be-

hind, the mission of the Children’s De-

fense Fund, on a tin cup budget. That 

is what you have given us. 

I vote no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

having expired, the question is on 

agreeing to the conference report to ac-

company H.R. 1. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant bill clerk called 

the roll. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA) is nec-

essarily absent. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 

HELMS) and the Senator from Alaska 

(Mr. MURKOWSKI) are necessarily ab-

sent.

I further announce that if present 

and voting the Senator from North 

Carolina (Mr. HELMS) would vote ‘‘no.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de-

siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 87, 

nays 10, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 371 Leg.] 

YEAS—87

Allard

Allen

Baucus

Bayh

Biden

Bingaman

Bond

Boxer

Breaux

Brownback

Bunning

Burns

Byrd

Campbell

Cantwell

Carnahan

Carper

Chafee

Cleland

Clinton

Cochran

Collins

Conrad

Corzine

Craig

Crapo

Daschle

DeWine

Dodd

Domenici

Dorgan

Durbin

Edwards

Ensign

Enzi

Feinstein

Fitzgerald

Frist

Graham

Gramm

Grassley

Gregg

Harkin

Hatch

Hutchinson

Hutchison

Inhofe

Inouye

Johnson

Kennedy

Kerry

Kohl

Kyl

Landrieu

Levin

Lieberman

Lincoln

Lott

Lugar

McCain

McConnell

Mikulski

Miller

Murray

Nelson (FL) 

Nickles

Reed

Reid

Roberts

Rockefeller

Santorum

Sarbanes

Schumer

Sessions

Shelby

Smith (NH) 

Smith (OR) 

Snowe

Specter

Stabenow

Stevens

Thomas

Thompson

Thurmond

Torricelli

Warner

Wyden

NAYS—10

Bennett

Dayton

Feingold

Hagel

Hollings

Jeffords

Leahy

Nelson (NE) 

Voinovich

Wellstone

NOT VOTING—3 

Akaka Helms Murkowski 

The conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
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Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. The motion to lay 

on the table was agreed to. 

f 

CORRECTING ENROLLMENT OF 

H.R. 1 

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sen-

ate proceed to the consideration of H. 

Con. Res. 289, which is at the desk; that 

the Kennedy-Gregg amendment to the 

concurrent resolution be considered 

and agreed to, and the motion to recon-

sider be laid upon the table; that the 

concurrent resolution, as amended, be 

agreed to, and the motion to reconsider 

be laid upon the table, without inter-

vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2640) was agreed 

to, as follows: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-

sert the following: ‘‘That in the enrollment 

of the bill (H.R. 1) to close the achievement 

gap with accountability, flexibility, and 

choice, so that no child is left behind, the 

Clerk of the House of Representatives shall 

make the following corrections: 

On page 1, in section 2 of the bill, insert 

the following after the item for section 5: 

‘‘Sec. 6. Table of contents of Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 

1965.’’.

On page 1, in the item for section 401 of the 

bill, strike ‘‘century’’ and insert the fol-

lowing: ‘‘Century’’. 

On page 1, strike the item for section 701 of 

the bill and insert the following: 

Sec. 701. Indians, Native Hawaiians, and 

Alaska Natives. 

On page 2, in the item for section 1044 of 

the bill, strike ‘‘school’’ and insert the fol-

lowing: ‘‘School’’. 

On page 4, in the item for section 1121, 

strike ‘‘secretary’’ and ‘‘interior’’ and insert 

the following: ‘‘Secretary’’ and ‘‘Interior’’. 

On page 5, in the item for section 1222, 

strike ‘‘early reading first’’ and insert the 

following: ‘‘Early Reading First’’. 

On page 6, in the item for section 1504, 

strike ‘‘Close up’’ and insert the following: 

‘‘Close Up’’. 

On page 6, strike the item for section 1708. 

On page 12, in the item for section 5441, 

strike ‘‘Learning Communities’’ and insert 

the following: ‘‘learning communities’’. 

On page 14, in the item for section 5596, 

strike ‘‘mination’’ and insert the following: 

‘‘Termination’’.

On page 25, line 31, strike ‘‘Any’’ and insert 

the following: ‘‘For any’’. 

On page 25, line 32, after ‘‘part’’ insert the 

following: ‘‘, the State educational agency’’. 

On page 25, line 33, after ‘‘developed’’ in-

sert the following: ‘‘by the State educational 

agency,’’.

On page 30, line 3, after ‘‘students’’ insert 

the following: ‘‘(defined as the percentage of 

students who graduate from secondary 

school with a regular diploma in the stand-

ard number of years)’’. 

On page 33, after line 35, insert the fol-

lowing:

‘‘(K) ACCOUNTABILITY FOR CHARTER

SCHOOLS.—The accountability provisions 

under this Act shall be overseen for charter 

schools in accordance with State charter 

school law. 

On page 34, lines 2, 15, and 31, strike 

‘‘State’’ and insert the following: ‘‘State 

educational agency’’. 
On page 38, line 29, strike ‘‘section 

6204(c)’’and insert the following: ‘‘section 

6113(a)(2)’’.
On page 39, line 11, strike ‘‘(2)(i)(I)’’ and in-

sert the following: ‘‘(2)(I)(i)’’. 
On page 40, line 22, strike ‘‘State’’ and in-

sert the following: ‘‘State educational agen-

cy’’.
On page 41, lines 28, 33 (the 2d place it ap-

pears), and 35 strike ‘‘State’’ and insert the 

following: ‘‘State educational agency’’. 
On page 42, lines 8, 19, 23 (each place it ap-

pears), and 27, strike ‘‘State’’ and insert the 

following: ‘‘State educational agency’’. 
On page 44, lines 24 and 35, strike ‘‘State’’ 

and insert the following: ‘‘State educational 

agency’’.
On page 46, lines 6 and 7, strike ‘‘A State 

shall revise its State plan if’ and insert the 

following: ‘‘A State plan shall be revised by 

the State educational agency if it is’’. 
On page 46, lines 12 and 13, strike ‘‘by the 

State, as necessary,’’ and insert the fol-

lowing: ‘‘as necessary by the State edu-

cational agency’’. 
On page 46, lines 15 and 16, strike ‘‘If the 

State makes significant changes to its State 

plan’’ and insert the following: ‘‘If signifi-

cant changes are made to a State’s plan’’. 
On page 46, lines 19 and 20, strike ‘‘the 

State shall submit such information’’ and in-

sert the following: ‘‘such information shall 

be submitted’’. 
On page 48, line 23, strike ‘‘(b)(2)(B)(vii)’’ 

and insert the following: ‘‘(b)(2)(C)(vi)’’. 
On page 50, lines 2, 12, and 18, strike 

‘‘State’’ and insert the following: ‘‘State 

educational agency’’. 
On page 52, line 9, strike ‘‘State’’ and in-

sert the following: ‘‘State educational agen-

cy’’.
On page 62, lines 3 and 4, strike ‘‘baseline 

year described in section 1111(b)(2)(E)(ii)’’ 

and insert the following: ‘‘the end of the 

2001–2002 school year’’. 
On page 90, line 10, strike ‘‘defined by the 

State’’ and insert the following: ‘‘set out in 

the State’s plan’’. 
On page 94, line 32, strike ‘‘State’’ the first 

place it appears and insert the following: 

‘‘State educational agency’’. 
On page 104, line 25, insert the following: 

‘‘identify the local educational agency for 

improvement or’’ before ‘‘subject the local’’. 
On page 120, line 28, after ‘‘teachers’’ insert 

the following: ‘‘in those schools’’. 
On page 130, line 34, strike ‘‘subsection (b)’’ 

and insert the following: ‘‘subsection (c)’’. 
On page 185, lines 24 and 25, strike ‘‘fully 

qualified’’ and insert the following: ‘‘highly 

qualified’’.
On page 227, line 16, strike ‘‘subsection 

(c)(1)(F)’’ and insert the following: ‘‘sub-

section (c)(1)’’. 
On page 227, line 17, strike ‘‘9302’’ and in-

sert the following: ‘‘9305’’. 
On page 274, line 23, strike ‘‘States’’ and in-

sert the following: ‘‘State’’. 
On page 274, line 33, strike ‘‘1111(b)’’ and in-

sert the following: ‘‘1111(h)(2)’’. 
On page 275, line 19, insert a period after 

‘‘school year’’. 
On page 276, lines 20 and 25, strike ‘‘supple-

mental services’’ and insert the following: 

‘‘supplemental educational services’’. 
On page 283, line 25, strike ‘‘and’’ after the 

semicolon.
On page 283, line 31, strike ‘‘(d)’’ and insert 

the following: ‘‘(e)’’. 
On page 284, line 1, strike ‘‘Congress’’. 
On page 284, line 6, strike ‘‘(e)’’ and insert 

the following: ‘‘(f)’’. 

On page 290, lines 14 and 22, strike ‘‘sec-

tion’’ and insert the following: ‘‘part’’. 
On page 293, line 4, strike ‘‘section’’ and in-

sert the following: ‘‘part’’. 
On page 556, line 1, strike ‘‘DEFINITIONS’’

and insert the following: ‘‘DEFINITION’’.
On page 599, line 23, strike ‘‘the No Child 

Left Behind Act of 2001’’ and insert the fol-

lowing: ‘‘under any title of this Act’’. 
On page 600, line 12, strike ‘‘the No Child 

Left Behind Act of 2001’’ and insert the fol-

lowing: ‘‘under any title of this Act’’. 
On page 601, line 4, strike ‘‘the No Child 

Left Behind Act of 2001’’ and insert the fol-

lowing: ‘‘under any title of this Act’’. 
On page 601, line 9, strike ‘‘DEFINITIONS’’

and insert the following: ‘‘DEFINITION’’.
On page 601, line 10, strike ‘‘terms ‘firearm’ 

and ‘school’ have’’ and insert the following: 

‘‘term ‘school’ has’’. 
On page 620, line 22, strike ‘‘the No Child 

Left Behind Act of 2001’’ and insert the fol-

lowing: ‘‘under any title of this Act’’. 
On page 635, line 14, strike ‘‘(b)’’ and insert 

the following: ‘‘(c)’’. 
On page 635, line 20, strike ‘‘(c)’’ and insert 

the following: ‘‘(d)’’. 
On page 781, line 32, insert closing 

quotation marks and a period after the pe-

riod.
On page 873, line 25, amend the heading for 

section 701 to read as follows: 

SEC. 701. INDIANS, NATIVE HAWAIIANS, AND 
ALASKA NATIVES. 

On page 955, after line 6, insert the fol-

lowing:

TITLE IX—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 901. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Title IX (20 U.S.C. 7801 et seq.) is amended 

to read as follows: 
On page 1004, at the end of line 2, insert 

closed quotation marks and a period. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 

Res. 289), as amended, was agreed to. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I yield the floor. 

f 

AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION, 

AND RURAL ENHANCEMENT ACT 

OF 2001—Resumed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the pending business. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 

A bill (S. 1731) to strengthen the safety net 

for agricultural producers, to enhance re-

source conservation and rural development, 

to provide for farm credit, agricultural re-

search, nutrition, and related programs, to 

ensure consumers abundant food and fiber, 

and for other purposes. 

Pending:

Daschle (for Harkin) amendment No. 2471, 

in the nature of a substitute. 
Smith of New Hampshire amendment No. 

2596 (to amendment No. 2471), to provide for 

Presidential certification that the govern-

ment of Cuba is not involved in the support 

for acts of international terrorism as a con-

dition precedent to agricultural trade with 

Cuba.
Torricelli amendment No. 2597 (to amend-

ment No. 2596), to provide for Presidential 

certification that all convicted felons who 

are living as fugitives in Cuba have been re-

turned to the United States prior to the 

amendments relating to agricultural trade 

with Cuba becoming effective. 
Daschle motion to reconsider the vote 

(Vote No. 368) by which the motion to close 

further debate on Daschle (for Harkin) 

amendment No. 2471 (listed above) failed. 
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